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INTRODUCTION
“The concept of humanitarian intervention is nothing new. It has long been part of the
inventory of European power politics,” 1 “ highly evident in [...] the late medieval
0F

philosophy and jurisprudence of Francisco de Vitoria, Francisco Suárez, Alberico
Gentili and Hugo Grotius, who were all inspired by the scholastic tradition founded
by St. Augustine and St. Thomas Aquinas.” 2 According to these theorists “foreign
1F

intervention and even punishment could rightfully be undertaken in the interest of
humanity, if a ruler mistreated his subjects to an outrageous extent.” 3 However, with
2F

the “Peace of Westphalia in 1648” 4, the concept of state sovereignty steadily has
3F

become the sacred concept guiding international law, and accordingly, “sovereign
states [were] expected to act as guardians of their citizens’ security [without the
interference of any foreign states,] "5and the concept of humanitarian intervention has
4

F

been overshadowed, and many cases of abuse of authority on behalf of sovereign
states have been considered as falling within internal affairs, yet the concept of
humanitarian intervention has not totally disappeared.

After the Cold War (during which humanitarian intervention hasn’t played much of a
role, as opposed to earlier periods) came to an end, and challenging the concept of
state sovereignty, “the issue of humanitarian intervention attracted considerable

1

Hans Köchler. Humanitarian Intervention in the Context of Modern Power Politics: Is the Revival of
the Doctrine of The “Just War” Compatible with the International Rule of Law? (Vienna: International
Progress Organization, 2001), 2.
2
Tonny Brems Knudsen. “The History of Humanitarian Intervention: The Rule or the Exception.”
Paper, University of Aarhus, Denmark, 2009, 4.
3
Ibid., 4.
4
Srinivas Vaitla, “Norms and Interests of Humanitarian Intervention” (Master Thesis American
University Washington, D.C., 2002), 56.
5
Nicholas J. Wheeler and Alex J. Bellamy “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” in The
Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, ed. John Baylis and Steve
Smith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 556.
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attention” 6 as “there was a ‘developing international norm’ to forcibly protect
civilians who were at risk from genocide and large-scale killing.” 7 Since then, the
notion of humanitarian intervention has been the heated topic of many debates among
both theorists and practitioners. 8

As a natural result of the emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention, a
considerable amount of academic work has been dedicated to the analysis of such
“[coercive interferences] in the domestic affairs of [other] states.” 9 Many have
debated the issue of the legality of such interventions and the notion of violating state
sovereignty, while others immersed themselves in the analysis of the actual
interventions and the extent of their successes and failures. This thesis will, however,
focus on analyzing whether the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention was the
trigger behind state intervention or non-intervention in humanitarian crisis in other
states in the post Cold War era.

This study will focus on the determining factors behind a states’ decision to intervene
or not to intervene in humanitarian crises in other states. To be more specific it will
focus on the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention and whether it became the
dominating reason behind the United States’ decisions to intervene or not in another
state’s domestic affairs on the grounds of humanitarian crises in the post Cold War
era. The hypothesis of this research is that the emerged norm of humanitarian
intervention had no impact (played no role) on the United States’ decision to intervene

6

Andrew Mason and Nick Wheeler, “Realist Objections to Humanitarian Intervention,” in The Ethical
Dimensions of Global Change, ed. Barry Holden (Houndmills: Macmillan, 1996), 94
7
Wheeler and Bellamy, “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” 556.
8
Jennifer M. Welsh, “Introduction,” in Humanitarian Interventions and International Relations, ed.
Jennifer Welsh (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 1.
9
R. J. Vincent qtd. in Wheeler and Bellamy, “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” 557.

2

or not in humanitarian crises in other states (Somalia and Rwanda) in the post Cold
War era.
The research is divided into three parts. The first part provides a review of the term
humanitarian intervention and an overview of the normative shift/evolution in
international relations and the emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention. It
starts with a section on the definition of humanitarian intervention, encompassing all
the important qualifications applying to the term, an explanation of what norms are,
followed by a detailed section on the normative shift, the emergence of the norm of
humanitarian intervention and the redefinition of the concept of state sovereignty.
This part also introduces the conceptual framework used for the purpose of this
research, which is based on the centrality of the concept of norms.

The whole thesis revolves around the role played by norms to impact state behaviour.
Hence to examine the normative evolution one has to examine norms starting from
their emergence all the way to their impact on state behaviour. The best framework of
analysis to fulfil this task is a combination of both Constructivism and Solidarism (a
wing of the English School of international relations), which both put the concept of
norms at the centre of their analysis. Both Constructivists and Solidarists base their
analysis of international relations on the conception that states interact with each other
within a normative fabric, which links states together in an international society, and
both their analysis complement each other in building the conceptual framework for
this thesis.

3

The second part of this research is dedicated to the analysis and assessment of how
norms, and in particular the norm of humanitarian intervention, can exert its influence
on state behaviour. To analyse the impact of norms on state behaviour, and with the
aid of the conceptual framework adopted in this study, this section provides an
overview of the different mechanisms through which the norm of humanitarian
intervention can exert its influence, and hereby affect state behaviour

In order to assess whether the norm of humanitarian intervention had an impact on a
specific state behaviour, the influence of this norm is analyzed through the
mechanisms offered by the Solidarist scholars. The first mechanism is the political
belief system of state leaders and decision makers, which is analyzed on the level of
the individual. The second mechanism, through which the emerged norm of
humanitarian intervention manifests its influence, is analyzed on the domestic level
and is comprised of the role of the mass media, domestic public pressure, and finally
Congressional pressure. The last mechanism is how the norm of humanitarian
intervention exerts its influence on state behaviour through pressure applied on states
by international organizations, which is analyzed on the international level.

All

different mechanisms offer an insight in how the norm of humanitarian intervention
can affect state behaviour; hence, if the norm, had an impact on any or all of these
levels, then as a result it should also shape state behaviour.

The third part of the research focuses on two case studies dedicated to the
examination of the role played by the emergence of the norm of humanitarian
intervention in the post Cold War era, and whether it resulted in US intervention and
non-intervention in Somalia (1992-1993) and Rwanda (1994). This section will
4

present accounts of events for both case studies, and the impact of the norm of
humanitarian intervention will be assessed through the different mechanisms
mentioned here above, determining whether it had any effect on the U.S’s behaviour
with regards to humanitarian crises. A comparison of the analysis and outcomes of
both case studies will also be conducted.

The final section following the third part of this research consists of the conclusion,
where a summary of the findings of this proposed study will be presented, in addition
to some concluding remarks.

Methodology
The findings of this research are based on the analysis of current existing literature in
addition to the examination of published accounts of events about the chosen case
studies. This research also analyzed public statements, newspaper articles, and
interviews, which are directly related to the issue of U.S. intervention and nonintervention in humanitarian crises in Somalia and Rwanda.

The case studies have been carefully chosen to examine the hypothesis presented in
this thesis because both took place in the post-Cold War era, hence, are fit examples
for the assessment of the hypothesis. Furthermore, the cases took place during two
different US Administrations (Bush & Clinton Administrations), and they took place
in two different countries, hereby presenting diverse examples. Both cases are also
put forth by Constructivists as examples of pure humanitarian intervention/nonintervention where the United States had no specific interests, geostrategic or other, in
these countries.
5

The U.S. has been chosen for the purpose of this thesis, because it is one of the major
powers in the world, which played a notable role in the post-Cold War era, especially
after the defeat of the Soviet Union, and the rise of western-style liberalism. The U.S.
also played a very important role in various humanitarian crisis cases in the post-Cold
War phase.

6

PART I
HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AND THE NORMATIVE
SHIFT/EVOLUTION
CHAPTER 1
THEORETICAL REVIEW
1.1.

Defining Humanitarian Intervention

Defining humanitarian intervention posed some serious “analytical challenges [due to]
the variation in how it is defined.” 10 In order to define the term humanitarian
intervention one needs to understand “what constitutes intervention, and what sorts of
considerations count as humanitarian.” 11

An act is considered to be intervention if “the state that is the object of intervention
[is] widely acknowledged to be sovereign.” 12 This implies that the state in question
has to be recognized by other states to be exercising its right to autonomy, which
means that groups that form states on their own that are not widely recognized by the
world, are not considered sovereign nor autonomous and an act of interference from a
state towards those is not considered an intervention.

Furthermore, “intervention implies that the act is designed to influence the conduct of
the internal affairs of a state, and not to annex or to take it over.” 13 Hence, acts of
intervention totally exclude wars and conquests because the aim of an intervention is
not to “take [...] over [a state, nor] defeat it in a military confrontation,” 14 it is simply

10

Jennifer M. Welsh, “Introduction”, 3.
Bhikhu Parekh, “Rethinking Humanitarian Intervention,” International Political Science Review 18
no.1 (1997), 53.
12
Ibid.
13
Ibid.
14
Ibid.
11
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the interference in its internal affairs with the aim of guiding it towards a specific
direction.

Another criterion of intervention is if the country in question is opposed to the
intervention. 15 This excludes all cases in which a country asks another country to
interfere in its domestic affairs. An act of intervention has to be unwelcomed by the
state in question or otherwise one cannot consider such as an act to be one of
intervention but “a case of giving support to a willing party.” 16

Last but not least, intervention is a type of interference that “occurs when an external
agency violates a state’s territorial integrity by using physical force in one form or
another. It usually involves military force, but it need not.” 17
Hence regardless of the mode of action, if an act of interference fulfils the
aforementioned criteria, then it counts as an act of intervention.

Having explained what constitutes an intervention, one needs to pay close attention to
the definition or description of the term humanitarian. For an act to be considered
humanitarian it “is intended to address what is regarded as a violation of the minimum
that is due to human beings.” 18 The main focus here is on what the state offers its
citizens and how it treats them. If the government turns against its citizens and rules
them tyrannically and commits acts of abuse against them, then an intervention by
another state, group of states, or international organization is considered humanitarian

15

Ibid.
Ibid.
17
Ibid., 54.
18
Ibid.
16

8

because it is addressing violations committed against citizens of another state by their
own government.

Additionally, if a group within a state is committing acts of abuse against another
group, and the government/state is not taking any actions to protect those harmed, this
implies that an external intervention is considered humanitarian, too. This however,
excludes a state’s “mismanagement of [its] affairs [which] cause [...] acute poverty,
starvation, disorder and gang warfare,” 19 which is generally considered as matters that
need to be resolved between the government of the concerned state and its citizens. It
also excludes “interventions to protect foreign nationals from natural disasters”20
hereby only focusing on “man-made violence.” 21

The second condition so an act can be considered as humanitarian is that it “should be
wholly or primarily guided by the sentiment of humanity, compassion or fellowfeeling, and in that sense disinterested.” 22 This means that a state intervening in
another state’s domestic affairs on the grounds of relieving suffering, cannot have
ulterior motives, other than saving the citizens of the state in question. If a state
intervenes in another state’s internal affairs, claiming that it’s humanitarian but on the
other hand has selfish interests and hidden agendas, then the act does not count as
humanitarian.

19

Ibid., 55.
Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force (Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2003), 53.
21
Ibid.
22
Ibid., 54.
20

9

Taking the aforementioned criteria into consideration “Humanitarian Intervention”
can hence be defined as: an activity undertaken unilaterally or multilaterally, where
coercive interference through military force is sent into a territory beyond the
interventionist’s jurisdiction, in order to prevent or put an end to man-made physical
suffering and atrocities against other citizens and with the aim of reordering its
internal affairs.23

This definition builds a specific guideline for the research of this thesis in terms of
what is considered to be an act of humanitarian intervention. First of all, it denotes
that humanitarian interventions can be undertaken by “a state, a group of states, or an
international organization,” 24 hence unilateral or multilateral interventions. Second,
the research can be limited to humanitarian interventions where “military force[s] [are
deployed] across borders to protect foreign nationals,” 25 meaning that one can exclude
humanitarian relief efforts, which do not include coercive force. Third, the definition
is narrowed down to protecting national foreigners only and not the protection of the
country’s citizens abroad.

26

Last but not least, because of this definition the focus

here will be on violence caused by human beings, i.e. manmade violence, hence
excluding human suffering due to environmental catastrophes and the government’s
mismanagement of its affairs, as explained previously. 27

23

Definition gathered from various definitions by Bhikhu Parekh, “Rethinking Humanitarian
Intervention,” 54-55; R.J. Vincent qtd. in Wheeler and Bellamy, “Humanitarian Intervention in World
Politics,” 557; Andrew Mason and Nick Wheeler, “Realist Objections to Humanitarian Intervention,”
95; Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 53; Jennifer M. Welsh, “Introduction,” 3; Oded
Löwenheim, “Do Ourselves Credit and Render a Lasting Service to Mankind: British Moral Prestige,
Humanitarian Intervention, and the Barbary Pirates,” International Studies Quarterly 47 (2003): 23-24.
24
R. J. Vincent qtd. in Wheeler and Bellamy, “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,”557.
25
Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 53.
26
Ibid.
27
Ibid.
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Yet by examining the criteria constituting an act of humanitarian intervention there is
one criterion put forth that poses a problem, which is that a humanitarian intervention
“should be wholly or primarily guided by the sentiment of humanity, compassion or
fellow-feeling, and in that sense disinterested.” 28 This implies as explained before,
that the main motive of such intervention has to be guided by a humanitarian nature.
However, determining the purpose or intention of a certain intervention conducted by
a state or a group of states poses a big challenge, merely because states do not usually
utter their intentions, or they state what they don’t mean, and sometimes they act
differently to their own declarations. Since the issue of motivation can be the topic of
a whole study on its own, this thesis will assume that humanitarian interventions are
restricted to those actions where coercive force is deployed whereas interveners
overtly declare that they have a humanitarian validation for their actions.

1.2.

What are Norms?

Defining what norms are has never been a simple task, despite “the prevalence and
importance of norms to many fields of study.” 29 However, going through various
versions of the definitions of norms, some seemed more thorough such as Martha
Finnemore’s version stating that norms are “shared expectations about appropriate
behaviour held by a community of actors,” 30 and another similarly explaining that
norms are “collective expectations for the proper behaviour of actors with a given
identity.” 31

28

Parekh, “Rethinking Humanitarian Intervention,”54.
Vaitla, “Norms and Interests of Humanitarian Intervention,” 25.
30
Martha Finnemore, National Interest in International Society. (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1996), 22.
31
Alexander Wendt, Peter Katzenstein and Ronald L. Jepperson. “Norms, Identity, and Culture in
National Security” in The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, ed. Peter
J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996), 54.
29
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However, norms are not laws nor rules, but they are “constructions based upon
discursive practices and repeated use of those discursive practices. [...] Norms have
been repeatedly used in discourse and acted upon over time.” 32 Such repeated use of
norms has made them a dependable and consistent practice and members of the
international society draw upon some norms in order to use them as grounds to take
action and as justifications for their actions. 33 However, this does not mean that
members of the international society are forced to follow norms, “but rather, a norm
provides an intersubjective expectation about how an actor should act given their
identity.” 34 To sum up “norms establish expectations about who the actors will be in a
particular environment and about how these particular actors will behave,” 35 and they
generally become “‘typical or modal behaviour’ 36 or the “dominant practice” 37 in
specific situations or under particular circumstances.

1.3.

Humanitarian Intervention: the Emergence of the Norm, the Normative
Shift/Evolution, and Redefining the Concept of State Sovereignty

There has long been a discussion among “theoretical frameworks in which states are
treated as autonomous actors and those in which they are embedded in global
structures.” 38 The issue in question is whether “one treats actors [...], capabilities and
preferences as given and derives social structures from their interaction, or whether

32

Vaitla, “Norms and Interests of Humanitarian Intervention,” 26.
Ibid.
34
Ibid., 27.
35
Wendt, Katzenstein and Jepperson. qtd. in Vaitla, “Norms and Interests of Humanitarian
Intervention,” 27.
36
Robert O. Keohane qtd. in Neta C. Crawford. Argument and Change in World Politics: Ethics,
Decolonization and Humanitarian Intervention (Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
86.
37
Neta C. Crawford, Argument and Change in World Politics, 86.
38
Ibid., 14.
33
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one takes the social structures as given and treats actors, their preferences and powers
as defined by the social system(s) in which they are embedded.” 39

In view of the fact that norms, are components of social structure, 40 and this study’s
main focus is the effect of the norm of humanitarian intervention on the behaviour of
the international society’s actors, namely states, therefore the framework of analysis
adopted in this study must follow a “structure-oriented approach,” 41 hereby defining
state preferences and actions according to the components or elements constituting
their social structure.

The best known paradigms adopting arguments of a social-structured type are
Constructivism [and] the English School. 42 Constructivism, to begin with, focuses on
“how the world hangs together, how normative structures construct the identities,
[behaviours] and interests of actors [such as states],” 43 and it is “concerned with the
impact of cultural practices, norms of behaviour, and social values on political life.”44
This paradigm also explains how norms develop, rise and become part of the fabric
guiding international society.

Additionally, Constructivism has also been one of the particular paradigms that
considerably theorized about the concept of humanitarian intervention, as opposed to

39

Ibid.
Ibid.
41
Ibid., 14.
42
Ibid., 15.
43
Michael Barnett “Social Constructivism.” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations, ed. John Baylis and Steve Smith. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997),
264.
44
Finnemore, National Interests in International Society, 15.
40
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realism and others who claim that “states always pursue only their national interest”45
hence humanitarian interventions are only conducted to serve selfish state interests.
Therefore, by adding together theorizing about norms and about the concept of
humanitarian intervention, Constructivism hereby poses one of the main approaches
examining the emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention, the normative
shift and the redefinition of the concept of state sovereignty.

In order to examine norms, and how they not only restrict actors, but also form their
“identities and interests, and define standards of appropriate conduct, [Constructivists
do a great job in examining the] origins, rise and widespread acceptance of various
international norms,” 46 namely, the emergence, socialization, and taken-for-granted
quality or adoption of a norm. Constructivists explain that norms do not simply rise
out of nowhere but they “rather evolve through a political process [... called] the life
cycle of norms.” 47

Norms usually rise or emerge when what Constructivists such as Finnemore and
Sikkink call “norm entrepreneurs, attempt to convince a critical mass of states (norm
leaders) to embrace new norms. Norm entrepreneurs call attention to issues […] by
using language that names, interprets, and dramatizes them. [They] attempt to
establish frames ... that resonate with the broader public understandings and are
adopted as new ways of talking and understanding issues.” 48 Mostly after norms have
emerged and for them to take their natural course in their life cycle, and after norm
entrepreneurs simultaneously attempt to convince a considerable crowd to take on
45

Mason and Wheeler, “Realist Objections to Humanitarian Intervention,” 96
Barnett, “Social Constructivism,” 264.
47
Ibid, 265.
48
Ibid, 266
46
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new norms, 49 norms “become institutionalized in specific sets of international rules
and organizations,” 50

After the norm has emerged, it follows in its life cycle and moves into the phase of
socialization, where state leaders put a lot of effort in convincing various states to
follow and adhere to certain norms, 51 which is facilitated by “a combination of
pressure for conformity, desire to enhance international legitimization, and the desire
of state leaders to enhance their self-esteem.” 52 This phase is characterised by
pressure from states who lead an emergent norm on other states in order to transform
the emergent norm to a well socialized and widely accepted international norm,
hereby changing the normative fabric governing the international society. The norm
then in turn will move to the third and final stage of its life cycle and become the forgranted international rule, by which all members of the international society go.

The final stage of a norm’s life cycle is when a norm finally has an influence and an
effect on members of the international society, namely states. Constructivists argue
that norms “acquire a taken-for-granted quality and are no longer a matter of broad
public debate and thus are automatically honoured.” 53 When a norm has acquired the
taken-for-granted position, it is automatically adopted as the common way to respond
to certain issues relating to that norm and it naturally affects the behaviour of states.

49

Ibid.
Ibid.
51
Ibid.
52
Ibid.
53
Ibid.
50
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When Constructivist examine humanitarian intervention as an emerging norm, they
explain that for it to originate and rise then a change in the normative fabric of the
international society must have had taken place. Such change in the normative fabric
and in the international society’s decisions regarding what is considered legitimate
and what is not, are what have opened the floor for the emergence and development of
the norm of humanitarian intervention. 54

The emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention has posed a challenge to the
well ingrained concept of state sovereignty, which was guiding the members of the
international society. Constructivists, who focus on the normative context wrapping
the international society, explain that the normative shift that occurred in the fabric of
the international society giving rise and more importance to individual international
human rights has, hence redefined or evolved the understanding of what state
sovereignty is.

The rising of the importance of international human rights, meaning that the
individual has been given more importance over the norm of non-interference into
sovereign states, has been a “strike to the heart of normative shift in international
relations” 55 because “changes defining what governments can do to their own
people” 56 have taken place, and opposed the concept of states possessing ultimate

54

The emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention has been contested by many, yet in terms of
politics, the norm of humanitarian intervention has emerged and is one that is well established. In fact
Secretary-General Kofi Anan has always been forthcoming on the importance of the norm of
humanitarian intervention and the international society’s responsibility to act upon it. In his Annual
Report to the General Assembly in September 1999, Kofi Annan referred to “a developing [emerging]
international norm in favour of intervention to protect civilians from wholesale slaughter.” Annan,
Kofi. “Secretary-General presents his Annual Report to the General Assembly.” (20 September 1999),
http://www.un.org/News/ossg/sg/stories/statments_search_full.asp?statID=28.
55
Coral Bell, “Normative Shift,” The National Interest, 70 (2003), 49.
56
Ibid.
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sovereign rights. In this case individual rights have taken priority in the normative
fabric guiding the international society and the concept of ultimate state sovereignty
falls under the influence of the norm of humanitarian intervention and the members of
the international society will hold other states violating the rights of their own citizens
responsible for their actions, and will coercively intervene to save the suffering
citizens, even if such actions are in breach with the state’s sovereignty. This implies
that “the protection of human rights [has become] a universal obligation of all states
and respect of this obligation [has become] the concern of all states.” 57 This shift or
revolution in the normative fabric guiding the international society has worked
towards the redefinition of the concept of state sovereignty. The concept of state
sovereignty has shifted from revolving around “sovereignty as control” 58 and a state’s
authority to do whatever it pleases within its territory to “sovereignty imply[ing] a
dual responsibility: externally – to respect the sovereignty of other states, and
internally, to respect the dignity and basic rights of all the people within the state.” 59
“Sovereignty as responsibility [and protecting the citizens’ human rights] has become
the minimum content of good international citizenship” 60 and the norm guiding
international relations, mirroring the norm of humanitarian intervention in other
states’ crises. 61

57

Bruno Simma qtd. in Hans Köchler. Humanitarian Intervention in the Context of Modern Power
Politics, 30.
58
“The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty.”
Ottawa:
International
Development
Research
Center,
2001.
http://www.iciss.ca/report2-en.asp, 12.
59
Ibid., 8.
60
Ibid.
61
Despite the fact that the rise in the importance of human rights and the need for humanitarian
intervention seems to have been the main factor behind the shift/change in the concept of state
sovereignty, “the conditions under which sovereignty [has been] exercised […] have changed
dramatically since 1945 [not only during the Cold-War era]. […] Evolving international law has set
many constraints on what states can do, and not only in the realm of human rights [but also in different
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With the shift in the normative fabric guiding international society giving rise to the
emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention, hereby redefining the concept of
state sovereignty, Constructivists explain that there has been an extent of socialization
and adoption of the norm among members of the international society. Scholars such
as Martha Finnemore explain how Constructivism stresses that “the ‘legitimacy’
approach is predicated on the assumption that states adhere to norms because they
accept them as valid, [which means that] at this point, states do not follow norms
because they calculate that they will serve their interests [as opposed to what realists
claim]. Instead, the norm has served to reconstitute the identity and interests of the
actor.” 62 Furthermore, to associate or identify with a legitimate and justifiable
principle is considered the most profound level of norm adoption or deepest level of
the taken-for-granted status of a norm and it represents the maximum level of
normative institutionalization. 63

This further strengthens the Constructivists’ views that the normative fabric in which
the members of the international society interact is of ultimate importance, because it
“shapes conceptions of interests and gives purpose and meaning to action.” 64 It is the
normative fabric that guides states towards means of action which are believed to be
legitimate, in order to achieve specific objectives . 65 Hence, when states interfere in
humanitarian crises in other states by resorting to the norm of humanitarian
intervention as a justification for their actions, then this “speaks directly to normative
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context. When states justify their interventions, they are drawing on and articulating
shared values and expectations held by other decision makers and other publics in
other states, [meaning that they are] attempt[ing] to connect [...] actions to [...]
standards of appropriate and acceptable behaviour,” 66 which is generally what
constitutes the normative fabric.

When Constructivists talk about an emerging norm of humanitarian intervention they
don’t mean that the concept of humanitarian intervention hasn’t previously existed.
The concept of humanitarian intervention has long existed prior to the post Cold War
era in the form of a doctrine that was a fundamental part of the European power
politics. 67 However, as previously explained the concept of humanitarian intervention
has been overshadowed by the concept of state sovereignty, especially during the
phase of the Cold War.

However, the post Cold War era saw a revival of the concept of humanitarian
intervention and “states have increasingly come under pressure to intervene militarily
and, in fact, have intervened militarily to protect citizens other than their own from
humanitarian disasters.” 68 Constructivists explain that the revival of the concept of
humanitarian intervention had experienced a notable transformation in three specific
aspects. 69
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First “who is human has changed.” 70 Previously, in the nineteenth century, “only
white Christians” 71 undergoing humanitarian disasters were the ones to be saved by
strong states intervening in humanitarian crises. “By the end of the twentieth century,
however, most of the protected populations were non-white, non-Christian groups.” 72

Second factor to have changed is how interventions are conducted. 73 In the post Cold
War era “states that [undertook humanitarian] intervention[s] portray[ed] themselves
as acting as agents of the 'international community'.” 74 They undertook such
interventions as one state or a coalition of many for the international community. “In
short such intervention is represented as 'international' intervention that is undertaken
to achieve 'humanitarian' objectives.” 75

Finally, the “military goals and definitions of success have also changed.” 76 In the
nineteenth century authoritative and dominant states could establish a government
they saw fit as a consequence of humanitarian operations, yet in the post Cold era
intervening states could only set up a process to establish a government, namely
elections. 77

Constructivists further argued “that [the humanitarian] objectives [undertaken in the
post Cold War era] are intrinsically far too valuable to be held hostage to the norm of
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state sovereignty and, therefore, ought to override that norm.” 78 With the examination
of the humanitarian intervention cases that took place after the Cold War,
Constructivists assert that there exists an emergent norm of humanitarian intervention,
since “nowadays, [exists] a right - even a moral duty - to intervene” 79 militarily to
save citizens of other states from humanitarian disasters.

The second approach adopting a social-structured type paradigm can be found in what
has been called the English School. This approach, like Constructivism, puts forward
“an international society of states which affects state behaviour.” 80 English School
scholars explain that the international society “is about the institutionalisation of
shared interest and identity amongst states, and puts the creation and maintenance of
shared norms, rules and institutions at the centre of IR theory.” 81

“The basic idea of international society is quite simple: just as human beings as
individuals live in societies which they both shape and are shaped by, so also states
live in an international society which they shape and are shaped by.” 82Hence, the
main focus here is how states, as units, interact together and how they are affected by
their decisions, which are embodied in rules, shared values and interests. Furthermore,
if the states in the international society share mutual rules or norms “then these
intersubjective understandings not only condition their behaviour, but also define the
boundaries of a social system.” 83 Hence, the paradigm of the English School is fit to
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build up to the understanding of norms, their emergence and legitimization, the
normative evolution, and the effect of norms on the international society and hence
state behaviour.

Among the English School scholars, the branch that focused the most on humanitarian
intervention is the Solidarist branch of the English School, which focuses on the
international society that is connected by “universal standards of justice and morality,
which would legitimize practices of humanitarian intervention.” 84 Solidarists contend
that states have a “legal right and a moral duty” [to intervene in situations of
humanitarian crises] that offend against minimum standards of humanity.” 85 The legal
right of humanitarian intervention can be explained as falling under “customary
international law” 86 and “based on an interpretation of the human rights provisions in
the UN Charter.” 87

Solidarists furthermore explain that states are bound to create mutually agreed upon
moral principles which in turn adds legitimacy to an act of humanitarian intervention,
and ensures that intervention will take place when needed, because states would have
identified a responsibility and obligation to take action. 88

Recognizing a duty or obligation to act means that a norm to act/intervene has
emerged and this norm has reached the taken-for-granted level, which in turn
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“legitimizes practices of humanitarian intervention,” 89 hereby affecting the behaviour
of the members of the international society. Hence, the Solidarist wing of the English
School is best to offer in theorization the mechanisms by which the norm of
humanitarian intervention puts its influence into effect regarding state behaviour in
humanitarian crisis. This means that Solidarism is best to examine the impact of the
norm of humanitarian intervention on the U.S.’s decision to intervene in the
humanitarian crisis in Somalia and not to intervene in Rwanda.

“The Solidarist position is driven both normatively (what states should do, and what
norms should be part of international society) and empirically (what states do do, and
what norms are becoming part of international society).” 90 Since this study is
examining the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention and its impact on state
behaviour, then its examining a norm that becomes part of the international society
and what actions states actually take based on the impact of this norm, hence the focus
should be on the empirical position of the Solidarist wing.

English School scholars, and of course the Solidarist wing, as opposed to
Constructivists, have supported their analysis of the emergence of the norm of
humanitarian intervention and the normative shift that took place in the 1990s by
resorting to actual cases from that period. Nicholas J. Wheeler, a prominent Solidarist
scholar explains that “the 1990s witnessed a new activism on the part of the Security
Council as it extended its chapter VII powers into matters that had previously
belonged to the domestic jurisdiction of states.” 91 Additionally, Wheeler, among other
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Solidarists, argues that the international society is bound by shared values and
concepts that build up the normative fabric and legalize actions of humanitarian
intervention. 92 He also clarifies that with the emergence of the norm of humanitarian
intervention and the Security Council actually extending the understanding of threats
to “international peace and security” 93 to humanitarian crises, the norm of
humanitarian intervention, a part of the normative fabric of the international society
has been institutionalized. This understanding implies that “forcible humanitarian
intervention [...] to alleviate human suffering of some or all within a state’s borders” 94
has been legitimized. 95

This “fundamental change in normative practice that occurred during the 1990s [...]
began on 5 April 1991 when the Council decided by ten votes to three (with two
abstentions) to name the refugee crisis caused by the Iraqi Government's oppression
of the Kurds and Shiites as a threat to the peace.” 96 This means that as opposed to
Cold War practices, the UN now considers a state’s oppression of its citizens and
humanitarian crises as being a threat to peace and security, as opposed to falling
within domestic affairs. 97 It was explained that such actions “threaten [...]
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international security.” 98 The decision of the Council has been substantiated when
“the first operative paragraph of Resolution 688 ‘condemn[ed] the repression of the
Iraqi civilian population in many parts of Iraq ... the consequences of which threaten
international peace and security in the region’.” 99

With the Security Council including internal threats and humanitarian crisis as being a
threat to international peace and security, states hereafter, for “the first time since the
founding of the UN [...] explicitly defended the use of force in humanitarian terms,
[...] and western powers [...] defend[ed] their action[s] as being in conformity with
Resolution 688, ” 100 which confirms the idea that when new norms are put forth,
actors ensure that their behaviour is well-matched with the existing legitimizing
rationales, 101 supporting the Solidarist notion that the members of international
society act within the normative fabric that’s based on shared sets of values and rules
affecting and legitimizing their behaviour.

The two cases that contributed the most to the understanding of the normative
shift/evolution put forth by Solidarists, and of course Constructivist, are the Somali
and Rwandan cases, which this study later on takes up as case studies. The Somali
case supports the idea of a normative shift through the following: for the first time and
as opposed to previous humanitarian cases “the debate in the Security Council
[regarding the Somali crisis] centred on the humanitarian reasons for acting, [and]
Resolution 794 adopted unanimously under chapter VII [...] declared that ‘the
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magnitude of the human tragedy caused by the conflict in Somalia, [...] constitutes a
threat to international peace and security’.” 102

This implies that “the Security Council had to employ the language of chapter VII to
justify authorizing intervention, but it was [also] clear from the debate in the Council
that the primary justification for acting was [explicitly and for the first time]
humanitarian.” 103 The case of humanitarian intervention in Somalia hence sustained
the emerging norm denoting that with the downfall or disintegration of states, a
responsibility for other states and the Security Council to act is inevitable, which was
later on reinforced by the international interventions in other areas going through
humanitarian disasters. 104

The Rwandan case is best suited, as explained by Wheeler to “illustrate both the
development of a new norm and its moral limits.”105 Despite the fact that the UN was
not successful in stopping the humanitarian disasters taking place in Rwanda, it was
not due to the idea of upholding the concept of sovereignty of states. In fact
“sovereignty was never raised in the Council as a barrier to military intervention to
end the genocide, [... and] no state tried to defend the UN's stance of non-intervention
on the grounds that genocide fell within Rwanda's domestic jurisdiction.” 106 The fact
that the concept of sovereignty has not been the grounds on which humanitarian
intervention in Rwanda has not been undertaken, implies that there was a normative
evolution and a shift in the normative fabric of the international society from state
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sovereignty being the ultimate concept guiding and shaping actions of members of the
international society, to humanitarian morals and principles playing an important role
in state interactions within the international society.

To examine the means by which the norm of humanitarian intervention can impact
state behaviour, this study resorts to Solidarists explanations, which are presented in
the second part of this study.

.
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PART II
HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AND STATE BEHAVIOUR
CHAPTER 2
THE IMPACT OF THE NORM OF HUMANITARIAN INTERVNTION ON
STATE BEHAVIOUR
The 1990s witnessed a significant rise in the importance and centrality of
humanitarian cases in international diplomacy, 107 as a result of humanitarian norms
and values becoming “a sine qua non,” an essential condition that is, guiding the
international society. 108 The focus of this study is, hence, the assessment of whether
the norm of humanitarian intervention played any role in bringing about state
behaviour in the post Cold War era. In order to assess the extent of which or how the
norm of humanitarian intervention can exercise its influence we resort to the
Solidarist wing of the English School, which presents various means through which
the norm of humanitarian intervention can influence members of the international
society with regards to their behaviour.

2.1.

Political Belief System

The first mechanism, through which the norm of humanitarian intervention could
exert its influence on state behaviour, is as Wheeler explains that state leaders could
have actually been influenced by the norm of humanitarian intervention because they
truly do believe in it, because the norm has become embedded in their political belief
system, 109 which would in turn be guided by humanitarian motives. Corresponding to
this argument , “the end of the Cold War meant that the struggle between Western107

Adam Roberts, “ Humanitarian Principles in International Politics in the 1990s,” in Reflections on
Humanitarian Action: Principles, Ethics, and Contradictions, ed. Humanitarian Studies Unit (London:
Pluto Press, 2001), 27.
Wheeler, “The Humanitarian Responsibilities of Sovereignty,” 39.
109
Ibid., 39- 40.
108

28

style liberalism and Soviet-style communism, and all the variations and permutations
of the struggle, ceased to have their hold on the minds of men and women,” 110 with
the victory of the Western-style liberalism. During this phase various humanitarian
crises erupted with the members of the international society left faced with the need to
find a strategy to deal with such crises. At this point humanitarianism offered the ideal
and most closely related political ideology to Western-style liberalism, which was
dominating the values of all state leaders during the post-Cold War phase. 111 This is
the first mechanism through which the norm of humanitarian intervention could
influence state behaviour, namely by implanting itself in state leaders’ political belief
systems, as a result of corresponding to their current ideology and values. 112

When assessing the impact of the norm of humanitarian intervention in relation to the
political belief system of state leaders, the attention is focused on their actions and
decisions. Wheeler explains that for a norm to have had an impact on state leaders,
those would as a result “publicly endorse the norm in [their] domestic and
international statements.” 113 Moreover, when the norm of humanitarian intervention
manifests itself in state leaders’ decisions and actions (to intervene in humanitarian
crises), it implies that it has reached its taken-for-granted level and that state leaders
really do believe in it. When leaders really do believe in the norm of humanitarian
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intervention, state behaviour is then guided by humanitarian motives, as Wheeler
explained, and hereby the norm exercises its influence. In this case, where the norm of
humanitarian intervention exerts its influence on state leaders and decision makers, it
has manifested itself on the level of the individual, and has hence exerted its influence
on state behaviour via state leaders and decision makers. When considering the
influence of the norm of humanitarian intervention at the level of the individual, one
has to establish who the decision-making unit is, which mattered for the humanitarian
intervention decision being examined. Meaning that it is important to note whether the
decision making unit is comprised of an individual, or a group of individuals. If the
decision making unit (individual or group) has issued the policy to intervene and was
urged by humanitarian motives, then this is evidence that the norm of humanitarian
intervention had an impact on state behaviour, and one should expect this decision
making unit to continuously indicate that their interventions were a result of
humanitarian values.

2.2.

Domestic

Pressures

(the

media,

local

population,

government

assemblies/Congress)
The second mechanism put forth by Solidarists, allowing the norm of humanitarian
intervention to impact state behaviour is through domestic pressures. State leaders and
decision makers, who themselves have not been directly influenced by the norm of
humanitarian intervention, could however, be indirectly influenced by it via domestic
pressures. Domestic pressure in the case of humanitarian intervention is exemplified
through widespread media reporting of humanitarian crises, pressure to intervene
exerted by the local population, and/or finally intense pressure supportive of
intervention by government assemblies, such as Congress.
30

The capability and competence of the mass media to instantaneously report
catastrophes as they take place 114 is a mean by which the norm of humanitarian
intervention can influence state behaviour. 115 When there is an increased coverage of
humanitarian crisis in newspapers, radio, and television before any intervention
decisions are made, this applies pressure from the media on the decision making unit
to actually comply with the norm of humanitarian intervention, and deploy forces to
save the suffering individuals. Even if the intensive media reporting does not directly
affect the state leaders’ decisions, it affects the local population of that certain state,
by rallying the public opinion in favour of humanitarian intervention, which in turn
pressures government/state leaders into humanitarian action. The influence of the
norm of humanitarian intervention through the media can be measured by the rise in
rate of recurrence and time-span of the coverage in all mass media right before any
intervention decision is undertaken, which is then considered as media pressure.

However, the media is not the only means of domestic pressure through which the
norm of humanitarian intervention can influence state behaviour. If the local
population, regardless of the role of the media, has adopted the norm of humanitarian
intervention and strongly favours acting to save the suffering, then this would in turn
affect state behaviour in favour of intervention. In the case of a strong domestic
public opinion in favour of intervention, and albeit state leaders may themselves not
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have been directly influenced by the norm of humanitarian intervention, states would
almost always want to act in accordance with what its public favours.
This level of domestic pressure can for example be measured through surveys, ballots,
or polls taken prior to any decision making process regarding intervention in a
humanitarian crisis taking place in the world.

Last but not least, pressure from government assemblies, such as the Congress, counts
as part of the domestic pressures, through which the norm of humanitarian
intervention exerts its influence. When members of Congress stress their favour
towards intervention in humanitarian crisis, in line with the emerged norm of
humanitarian intervention, this naturally has an effect on the state leaders’ decisions
towards humanitarian crises, and is usually manifested in how the leaders respond to
such pressures. In line with this argument, state leaders, who themselves have not
been directly influenced by the norm of humanitarian intervention will eventually
shift their policies towards intervention if the Congress exerts strong pressure
favouring involvement in humanitarian crises. In order to assess the pressure exerted
by the Congress, an examination of public statements by members of the Congress
would indicate the level and direction of the pressure.

So the intensified media reporting of humanitarian crises, and the local public and
Congress pressure in favour of humanitarian intervention all form the domestic
pressure, another mechanism through which the norm of humanitarian intervention
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can influence state behaviour. As the name implies, this mechanism is analyzed on the
domestic level. 116
2.3.

Pressure of International Organizations

The third and last mechanism put forth by Solidarists, through which the norm of
humanitarian intervention can influence state behaviour, is through international
organizations. The claim is that international organizations may actually be the reason
behind a state’s decision to intervene in humanitarian crisis, even though state leaders
my not favour intervention actions. “When states with different perspectives, interests,
fears and capabilities meet to discuss a particular crisis [through international
organizations], it is easier for them to agree on an impartial humanitarian approach
than to decide on a substantive policy to resolve the conflict.” 117 Therefore, states
acting through international organizations are mostly inclined to act in line with the
norm of humanitarian intervention, as an easier means to attain to crises.

States acting through international organizations legitimize the norm of humanitarian
intervention by relating it to the language of the organization’s charters, as explained
by Nicholas J. Wheeler, hereby making humanitarian intervention actions a duty and a
commitment. When international organizations view humanitarian intervention as a
duty and a commitment, they pressure unwilling or hesitant state leaders into
humanitarian interventions, hereby indirectly affecting state behaviour, since leaders
were not inclined towards intervention in the first place. Pressure by international
organizations to intervene, manifests itself through statements of leaders of
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international organizations, and official documents or resolutions issued by such
organizations also play an important role in exerting pressure to act upon a certain
issue. But then again, to prove that the norm of humanitarian intervention exerted its
influence through pressure by international organizations, evidence has to be
presented regarding state leaders and decision makers clearly reacting to such pressure
or being troubled by it.

To assess the impact of the norm of humanitarian intervention on state behaviour all
mechanisms have to be examined for evidence. For the norm to have exerted its
influence, it has to have had impacted state behaviour through one or all of these
mechanisms. In order to examine whether the norm of humanitarian intervention had
an impact on the United States’ behaviour regarding humanitarian intervention in the
post-Cold War era, two case studies have been selected and analyzed in the following
part: intervention in Somalia in 1992-1993 and non-intervention in Rwanda 1994,
where the United States role in both crises will be explored.
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PART III
CASE STUDIES
CHAPTER 3
CASE STUDTY 1: THE U.S. AND SOMALIA – OPERATION RESTORE HOPE
(1992-1993)
3.1.

Account of Event

“When Said Barre, the longtime dictator of Somalia, was forced from power by a
coalition of clan-based opposition forces in January [1991], [and] soon thereafter the
factions began fighting among themselves to fill the power vacuum,” 118 Somalia
experienced a complete breakdown in civil order and the state collapsed. “The
combination of internecine fighting and an ongoing drought [in addition to a halt in
the food and medicine production] created a famine [...], which in turn contributed to
the creation of a massive humanitarian crisis.” 119 The fighting continued non-stop in
Somalia and it is estimated that “from November 1991 to March 1992” 120 the death
toll of non-combatants reached “50,000” 121 in addition to the thousands who were
displaced and with the city almost completely destroyed.

With the fighting, the famine and the complete anarchy in which Somalia was
swallowed, since it had no functioning government, the country has been transformed
into

a

dangerous

environment

for

the

operation

of

humanitarian

relief

organizations. 122 It was estimated that “40 to 80 percent of the nearly sixty thousand
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metric tons of emergency food rations per month that arrived in Somalia in 1992
never reached the victims of the civil war and famine.” 123

Despite the rapidly deteriorating crisis in Somalia “formal involvement by the UN and
its specialized agencies was, however slow in developing.” 124 In 1992 it was
estimated that “95 percent of Somalis were suffering from malnutrition, [...]
exclud[ing] about 350,000 who had already died from severe malnutrition and disease
and the more than 1 million who had become refugees and were living in [...] relief
camps in Ethiopia, Kenya, Djibouti, Yemen, and Saudi Arabia.” 125 It was then that the
UN Security Council Resolution 733 of January 23 was passed, requesting to raise
humanitarian aid and approving the appointment of a particular coordinator to
supervise the delivery of the aid. 126

Even with the increased humanitarian aid to Somalia the situation continued to
worsen. On April 24th, 1992 Security Council Resolution 751, was passed,
establishing the United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM I). UNOSOM I
instantaneously called for the dispatch of fifty UN observers to monitor the cease-fire,
which had been established after resolution 733 had been passed.
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also gave the possibility for “future deployment of a peacekeeping force of 500.” 128
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“Over the summer the humanitarian crisis deepened [...] and in spite of laudable
efforts by the relief community, supplies of food and medicine could not keep up with
Somali needs.” 129 Hence in August 1992 Operation Provide Relief (OPR) to support
UNOSOM I, in action out of Mombassa, Kenya, and lasting until mid-December, was
instigated by the US. 130 The operation allowed for the airlifting of “28,000 metric tons
of aid to southern Somalia,” 131 in addition to “transport[ing] UN security forces to
Somalia (the 500-man Pakistani contingent),” 132 who never got beyond [...]
Mogadishu airport.” 133

With the conditions and catastrophe not getting any better in Somalia, on 25
November 1992, President Bush informed the UN that he is ready to transport a U.N.led intervention to ensure the instant arrival of humanitarian aid, initiating the US led
coalition, United Task Force (UNITAF). 134 On December 3rd 1992, UNITAF was
authorized by United Nations Security Council Resolution 794, to resort to all means
by which to create an immediate safe environment for humanitarian relief operations
in Somalia. 135

President Bush announced in his “Address to the Nation on the Situation in Somalia”
on December 4 1992 that the U.S. will be intervening in Somalia with humanitarian
motives in order to save the people from the crisis. He stressed that “America must
act” and that “some crises in the world cannot be resolved without American
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involvement.” He also explicitly said that the US’s mission is strictly humanitarian,
denying any other interests. 136 On December 9 Operation Restore Hope was launched
“commit[ing] almost 35,000 U.S. troops, [in addition to] France, Belgium, Saudi
Arabia, Canada, Pakistan, and others [who] also deployed troops,” 137 forming a
multinational coalition.
The intervention comprised four phases. The first was the initial deployment
of forces and securing the harbour and airport sites in Mogadishu, from where
the overall operation would be managed. The second phase aimed at
expanding the security zone to include the surrounding regions of southern
Somalia. [...] The third phase saw a further expansion of operations into
Kismayoand Bardera and the maintenance of secure land routes for the
delivery of relief supplies throughout the area of operation. The final phase
included handing the operation over to the United Nations and withdrawal. 138
3.2.

Intervention Analysis

3.2.1. The Individual Level:
It is mostly argued that “the single most influential factor motivating Bush’s action[s]
[regarding the crisis in Somalia] was his humanitarian impulse to do something about
what he saw as massive human suffering.” 139 This means that the norm to
immediately intervene in humanitarian crisis as soon as one is set off, had become the
taken-for-granted reaction, affecting the president’s decisions, hereby affecting state
behaviour.
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“Administration rhetoric insisted that the operation was a mission of mercy driven by
the humanitarian impulse, [and] Bush made this clear [in all his speeches, and
especially] in his address to the nation on 4 December 1992” 140:
“Every American has seen the shocking images from Somalia. The scope of
suffering there is hard to imagine. Already, over a quarter-million people... have died
in the Somali famine. In the months ahead 5 times that number, 1 and ½ million
people could starve to death.... The people of Somalia, especially the children of
Somalia, need our help. We’re able to ease their suffering. We must help them live.
We must give them hope. America must act. ... Only the United States has the global
reach to place a large security force on the ground in such a distant place quickly and
efficiently and thus save thousands of innocents from death. ... When we see
Somalia’s children starving, all of America hurts. We’ve tried to help in many ways.
And make no mistake about it, now we and our allies will ensure that aid gets
through. ... Let me be very clear: Our mission is humanitarian. ... To the people of
Somalia I promise this: We do not plan to dictate political outcomes. We respect your
sovereignty and independence. Based on my conversations with other coalition
leaders, I can state with confidence: We come to your country for one reason only, to
enable the starving to be fed.” 141
Furthermore, a famous statement that Bush made, which highlights his humanitarian
motives is “no one should die at Christmastime.” 142 Bush hereby expressed how he
was touched and moved by the crisis ongoing in Somalia and that it was his
humanitarian motivation that initiated the intervention in Somalia.

Following the Address to the Nation, the Bush Administration frequently stressed that
the Somalia intervention was humanitarian in nature and that there was no concern to
protecting any fundamental national interests, 143 nor “important economic interests at
stake in Somalia.” 144 In fact Secretary of State Lawrence Eagleburger stated that
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“there was no one in the Bush Administration who thought of [intervention in
Somalia] as anything other than fundamentally a humanitarian mission.” 145

The Administration not only emphasized the humanitarian nature of the mission based
upon the president’s statements and his own humanitarian motivations, but some state
officials who have previously been suspicious of resorting to military interventions,
have proved to have been guided by humanitarian motives. They shifted their
positions from opposing to supporting, and sometimes even noting that military
humanitarian interventions were the only solution to the crisis. For example, Herman
Cohen, who served as the United States Assistant Secretary of State for African
Affairs from 1989 to 1993, had previously been doubtful of the probability of the U.S.
ever resorting to forcible military intervention in Somalia, later supported the
humanitarian intervention in Somalia. 146

Moreover, what has been put forth is that “a massive humanitarian tragedy was
ongoing, and the United States was the only actor with the ability to respond in a
timely and effective manner.” 147 Yet not only that, but also that the United States had
a moral imperative to intervene in Somalia. In fact Eagleburger explained that
Somalia is a disaster of enormous magnitude, a disaster that the United States could
and had to do something about. 148A senior White House member further affirmed
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“only the United States can do something.” 149 Bush also further confirmed such
statements in his address to the nation by stating the following:
“We also know that some crises in the world cannot be resolved without
American involvement, that American action is often necessary as a catalyst
for broader involvement of the community of nations. Only the United States
has the global reach to place a large security force on the ground in such a
distant place quickly and efficiently and thus save thousands of innocents from
death.” 150
Here Bush has justified the US intervention in Somalia through relating it to
humanitarian motivation. He explained that the US was the only one that would be
able to save lives in time.

The president’s humanitarian motives did not emerge with his address to the nation
right upon intervention in Somalia, yet “reportedly, Bush began to take a personal
interest in the situation after reading a cable from his ambassador to Kenya, Smith
Hempstone, entitled ‘A Day in Hell,’ which described the dire humanitarian situation
along the Kenyan-Somali border.” 151 Bush “wrote in the cable’s margins: This is
very, very upsetting. I want more information.” 152 With the emergence of Bush’s
humanitarian motivated actions he gave his Administration instructions to “become
‘forward leaning’ on Somalia,” 153 with the department hereby issuing the first
statement since the crisis began involving the US and supporting “sending armed UN
security personnel to Somalia,” 154 “which was evidence of presidential concern and
engagement on the issue.” 155
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Evidence substantiating the public pronouncements of the president and his
Administration regarding humanitarian motives guiding the intervention in Somalia
and Operation Restore Hope (ORH), is that the actions in Somalia were consistent
with the motives uttered by the Bush Administration and the president himself,
namely securing specific locations in southern Somalia in order to facilitate the
delivery of food and humanitarian aid, 156 which is exactly what took place during the
intervention, with no deviations from the plan occurring. “There was no attempt to
conquer the country, to establish a puppet government, to take control of oil reserves
or other precious natural recourses, to protect the economic interest of American
corporations, to establish a beachhead for an extended military presence, to influence
regional politics, or anything like that.” 157 Following the implementation of ORH,
there was a handing over phase from the US to the UN as agreed upon and Bush
explained that “[the US] will not stay one day longer than is absolutely necessary.” 158

Even though it seems that the norm of humanitarian intervention has impacted state
behaviour through embedding itself in the political belief system of the President and
his Administration, which is manifested through the humanitarian motivation
articulated by both president and Administration, there are some arguments stating
otherwise.

To begin with, had the norm really been embedded in the political belief system of the
decision makers of the US, this would have implied that from the onset of the crisis in
Somalia, the US would have been guided by its leaders towards military intervention
to save lives. However, before the November 21 deputies meeting, it was actually
156
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totally unexpected that the President or his Administration would support any U.S.
humanitarian mission to Somalia. In fact for over a year, the Administration and other
many top officials had continuously refused any U.S. humanitarian military
interventions in crises area such as Somalia, Liberia, and Bosnia. 159 The argument
here was that all these conflicts were “simply humanitarian tragedies [and] none of
these conflicts was relevant to U.S. vital interests.” 160 Hence, if the president and his
Administration were influenced by the norm of humanitarian intervention and were
guided by strong humanitarian motives, then why would they refuse to intervene in
massive humanitarian crisis such as those mentioned above? Why would they assess
them in terms of interests to the U.S.?
What supports the here-above argument more is that there was a fragmentation among
state or Administration officers regarding the importance of the Somali crisis,
implying that it did not occupy a case of high concern on the president’s plate. In fact,
many expressed their views about being “against extending effort and scarce financial
resources on an area peripheral to U.S. strategic interests.” 161

Furthermore, even when in cases such as Iraq, which represents a place “of greater
national interest to the United States than Somalia,” 162 with Saddam Hussein killing
thousands of rebellious Shi’is and Kurds, the United States did not act upon Saddam’s
deeds for numerous weeks. 163 Even when it actually responded to the crisis, it did not
act to fully save the suffering, as it should have if its behaviour was stimulated by

159

Western, Selling Intervention and War, 133.
Ibid.
161
John G. Sommer, Hope Restored? Humanitarian Aid in Somalia 1990-1994 (Washington, D.C.:
Refugee Policy Group, 1994), 20.
162
Alberto R. Coll, The Problems of Doing Good: Somalia as a Case Study in Humanitarian
Intervention, Carnegie Council Case Study Series on Ethics and International Affairs: #18 (New York:
Carnegie Council on Ethics and International Affairs, 1997), 3.
163
Ibid.
160

43

humanitarian motives and its political belief system was influenced by
humanitarianism. The United States actually intervened in Iraq, only by limiting its
intervention to “the imposition of a ban on Iraqi military aircraft in southern Iraq and
the establishment of a protected zone in the northwestern Kurdish region of Iraq,” 164a
minimal level of intervention compared to its normal reaction of forcible military
intervention if it had been influenced by the norm of humanitarian intervention.

The last argument against the explanation that the mission in Somalia was influenced
by humanitarian motives affecting the president and his Administration’s decision
guiding state behaviour is the postponement in responding to the humanitarian crisis
taking place in Somalia. Had President Bush and his Administration’s decision to
intervene in Somalia been affected/directed by humanitarian motives, then
intervention should have taken place with the onset of the crisis in Somalia. However,
despite the fact that “the situation in Somalia had long been one of profound need, the
U.S. decision [to intervene] in November 1992 came nearly a full year after the
famine there had been declared the world’s worst humanitarian emergency,” 165 which
meant that “the situation had become untenable long before November 21,” 166 hereby
counter arguing the fact that the norm of humanitarian intervention had influenced the
beliefs of the US decision makers, hereby causing the intervention in Somalia.
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3.2.2. The Domestic Level:
•

The “CNN Effect”

“The intervention in Somalia is often cited as a prime example of the CNN effect, the
purported influence widespread television coverage has on policymaking because of
its influence on public opinion.” 167 Regardless of the fact that comparable
catastrophes were taking place in Sudan, it has been argued by many that Bush was
pushed to take action in the Somali crisis because “the cameras were there.” 168 It is
explained that the “emotive new media coverage of suffering people caused policymakers to decide to intervene.” 169 For example Bernard Cohen argued that the
exposure of Somalia on television “mobilised the conscience of the nation’s public
institutions, compelling the government into a policy of intervention for humanitarian
reasons.” 170 This implies that the overly exposed widespread suffering in Somalia
through the media invoked the norm of humanitarian intervention, among the
domestic public, as an immediate response to the humanitarian crisis, and hence
pressured the Bush Administration to intervene in Somalia as opposed to any other
crisis that was simultaneously taking place somewhere else in the world.

Yet many argue that the media pressuring Bush and his Administration into a
humanitarian intervention in Somalia is refutable and that the CNN effect does not
offer the complete and full picture. 171 DiPrizio explains that although the media really
does possess the power to influence state behaviour and policymaking, in the case of
intervention in Somalia it seems improbable that it directed the President against his
167
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will. 172 By that time Bush was a lame duck president, completely unaffected by the
different political pressures that usually affect state leaders, and since he were not be
re-elected, the public opinion could not exert any of its influence on his decisions and
in turn, on state behaviour. 173 In order to examine the claim that the intervention in
Somalia has been triggered by media coverage an analysis of the media preceding the
intervention decision and following the decision is conducted.
“If critical and empathy-framed news media coverage ran alongside policy
uncertainty preceding decision to intervene, then media coverage is likely to
have been a factor in policy deliberations. Alternatively, if policy certainty and
supportive empathy-framed new media coverage was present in the run up to
intervention then the media coverage is more likely to have simply reflected,
and perhaps even helped build support for, the policy of intervention.” 174
An examination of the period before President Bush’s decision to send troops into
Somalia “5 November to 25 November 1992” and an examination of the period
between his military intervention announcement and the arrival of the troops in
Mogadishu “26 November and 9 December 1992” is necessary to determine whether
the norm of humanitarian intervention had any influence via the media on the decision
of intervention in Somalia. 175

The findings of the analysis offered little support to understanding the Somalia
intervention as a case of CNN effect. During the phase prior to the decision to offer
ground troops, journalists directed only negligible attention towards Somalia. “The
combined average number of articles per day for the Washington Post and New York
Times was 0.76 and Somalia received front-page coverage only on two occasions.
CBC devoted a mere three minutes of airtime to Somalia for a whole 21-day
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period.” 176 This is considered a really low level of coverage compared to the drastic
catastrophe that was taking place in Somalia. Despite the fact that some of the
coverage was “empathy framed, it is difficult to imagine this level of coverage being
sufficient to mobilise the conscience of the nation’s public institutions’ or political
clamour” 177 to intervene in Somalia.

What is, however, the case, is that “substantive media attention to Somalia followed
increased levels of policy certainty when Bush had decided to offer ground troops to
the UN. Once this decision was leaked, media coverage increased dramatically.” 178
This was reflected with a major rise in the number or articles and TV coverage
dedicated to Somalia, 179 which implies that media coverage followed as opposed to
triggered decisions of intervention, hereby not having any effect on state behaviour.
“In short, rather than helping cause the Bush Administration to intervene in Somalia,
media coverage actually turns out to have helped build support for the policy of
intervention.” 180 The norm of humanitarian intervention has then not exerted its
influence through mass media pressure, because the instantaneous media reporting
was not prior to the intervention decision but occurred after. Hence, it could not have
been the mechanism through which the US state behaviour complied with the norm of
humanitarian intervention.
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•

Congressional Pressure

It is argued that “the 102nd (1991-1992) Congress played a crucial role in getting the
United States to act to save starving Somalis [with many Congress members having]
felt a special responsibility to come to the aid of the Somali people in their hour of
need.” 181 Furthermore, it was the concern uttered by Congress members about the
Somali disaster, “expressed through hearings, trips, resolutions, letters, and informal
contacts [that] had clearly helped to lay the groundwork for this large-scale
humanitarian deployment.” 182 For instance, at the July 22 hearing, many Congress
members revealed their growing interest in military intervention in Somalia in order
to save those suffering. 183 To support the argument of growing Congressional
pressure towards humanitarian intervention, “in October a member of the
[Congressional Black Caucus], Representative Lewis, introduced a resolution calling
for a U.S. role in a possible humanitarian intervention in Somalia.” 184

All this is argued as evidence that “Congressional activities were influential in
publicizing the Somalia crisis, pressuring [...] the executive branch toward action, and
articulating the basis of a policy of intervention for the United States.” In fact, in a
letter issued on December 10 to convey the decision to deploy troops into Somalia,
President Bush explained that his decision has included the views of the Congress
regarding the urgency of intervention in Somalia. 185
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Nevertheless, despite how convincing these arguments are that a Congress guided by
the norm of humanitarian intervention exerted pressure on President Bush to intervene
in Somalia, there are arguments explaining that it was doubtful. 186
In effect “Congress was in recess at the time of the decision, and only a few members
were actively pushing for a more assertive response. [Moreover], if the rhetoric of
some members influenced President Bush, it was in convincing him of the merit of an
intervention,” 187 not its necessity. Additionally, President Bush was not going to be
re-elected, hence there was no need for him to feel pressured by the Congress.

Last but not least, the intervention in Somalia was not widely supported in Congress
even though some important House and Senate members had been insisting on an
intervention since early 1991. In fact, the intervention decision was ultimately made
by the President, and Congress’s role was not crucial. Actually with the situation
taking a fast downfall in Somalia and the cost of the U.S. mission escalating, the little
support, which previously existed in the Congress, evaporated. 188
Again, here the norm of humanitarian intervention has not exerted its influence
through Congressional pressure to intervene in Somalia. Had the norm influenced
state behaviour through strong Congressional pressure to forcibly intervene in
Somalia, then we would have initially witnessed continuous pressure with the onset of
the crisis, and the President would have been influenced by the Congress’ wishes.
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•

Public Pressure

Even though the media was inundated with coverage of the famine in Somalia, and
the atrocities taking place there, it had by no means an impact on the public opinion.
There is no evident or organized public pressure on the government to intervene in
Somalia, nor significant manifestations or campaigns that could compare to, for
example the anti-apartheid movement that took place during the mid 1980s.189
Moreover “the decision to commit U.S. forces to Somalia was more of
intergovernmental policy dynamics and broader foreign policy concerns than it was a
product of public pressure.” 190 Here again, the norm of humanitarian intervention has
not impacted state behaviour through domestic public opinion. Had the local
population adopted the norm of humanitarian intervention, then it would have put
pressure on the government to intervene in Somalia, in line with the taken-for-granted
norm.

3.2.3. The International Level:
•

The role of the United Nations

It has been argued that the United Nations’, specifically “Secretary General BoutrosGhali’s lobbying for an increased response [was] a key factor in the U.S. decision to
intervene.” 191 Boutros Ghali has throughout 1992 complained about the Council
focusing all its efforts on the white, European Balkans, while paying little attention to
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disaster in poor, black African Somalia, and he continuously insisted for a greater
involvement by the US. 192

However, counterarguments clarify that US intervention due to UN pressure seems
unlikely. According to John Hirsch and Robert Oakley, Boutros-Ghali considered
with Undersecretary of State for International Security Affairs Frank Wisner the
option of “an enlarged peacekeeping operation in which the United States would
supply logistical support, while the Canadians, Belgians, and others would supply
troops.” 193 This means that the UN was not looking for a greater military involvement
by the US but one that does not involve a forceful intervention. In fact “Boutros-Ghali
[...] indicated that he did not want U.S. forces, which he thought were unavailable
anyway.” 194

The lame-duck-president theory also plays an important role here. Bush was not going
to be re-elected and he was on his way out of the White House, and therefore the UN
trying to pressure Bush into an intervention in Somalia does not make sense, and was
not going to yield in affecting state behaviour. 195 Bush was immune to pressure
during this phase and hence his intervention decision couldn’t have been influenced
by the UN’s insistence.

Analysis here has proved that the United States’ intervention decision in Somalia and
hence, the initiation of Operation Restore Hope does not seem to have been
influenced by the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention. There is no evidence of
192
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pressure from the public, the Congress or the media, meaning that the norm did not
exert its influence through the domestic level because it was not considered the takenfor-granted action towards the crisis in Somalia, and hereby had no indirect impact on
state behaviour. Furthermore, there is also no evidence that the United Nations was
pressuring President Bush to forcibly intervene in the crisis in Somalia; hence military
intervention was also not considered the consequential action with regards to
humanitarian disasters. This implies that the norm of humanitarian intervention did
not exercise its influence through the mechanism of the international level, namely the
UN.

The examination of the impact of the norm on the individual level could have
supported the notion that the norm did in fact have an impact on the President and his
Administration and hence affected state behaviour and initiated the intervention, yet
the delay in response to the humanitarian crisis counter argued such assumptions.
Indeed the President and his Administration expressed humanitarian motives towards
the crisis in Somalia, yet their slow reaction meant that their motives were not what
initiated the forcible intervention, meaning that they did not intervene because of the
pressure of the post-Cold War emerged norm of humanitarian intervention guiding
state behaviour. Had the norm been embedded in the decision makers’ political belief
system, then it would have put forth intervention in humanitarian crisis to end massive
human suffering as the justifiable and automatic reaction to humanitarian crises,
which was not the case.

If the norm of humanitarian intervention did not exert its influence through the
different mechanisms, and hence did not affect the US state behaviour, and bring
52

about intervention in Somalia, then what did actually determine the United States
intervention in Somalia? The intervention decision in Somalia, as will be explained in
a subsequent part, has been influenced by two complementing factors, with one giving
rise to the second and the second acting as the main reason bringing about the
intervention decision in Somalia.

The main reason the United States initiated military intervention in Somalia was in
order to strengthen and uphold the credibility of the United Nations peacekeeping
missions. Strengthening and upholding the credibility of the UN peacekeeping
missions was a result of another factor, which is the Bush Administration, or Bush as
a leader, launching a new world order phase with the end of the Cold War,
highlighting a shift or a change in policy towards humanitarianism and a concern for
the historical legacy he was to leave behind after stepping out of the White House. It
will be further elaborated upon this conclusion in a subsequent part of this study.
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CHAPTER 4
CASE STUDY 2: THE U.S. AND NON-INTERVENTION IN RWANDA (1994)

4.1.

Account of Event

Following a social revolution in Rwanda, a longstanding ethnic competition and
tensions between the minority Tutsi, who had controlled power for centuries, and the
majority Hutu peoples, who had come to power in the rebellion of 1959-1961 and
overthrown the Tutsi monarch, was initiated. 196 The ethnic competition resulted in
sporadic ethnic related violence in Rwanda over the following years: 1963, 1966,
1973, and 1990-1993, which caused the mass murder of Tutsis and an increase in the
number of refugees fleeing to neighbouring countries. 197 The Rwandan Patriotic Front
(RPF) gathered most of its fighters from the huge numbers of refugees who escaped to
Uganda, with which it tried to reintegrate in Rwanda, causing the eruption of civil war
between the RPF and the government, which came to a halt with the signature of the
Arusha Accords. 198 “The accords called for new power-sharing arrangements between
Hutus and Tutsis, repatriation of Tutsi refugees, and the integration of the RPF and
the [Rwandan Armed Forces] RAF.” 199

In an attempt to help with the accord implementation a peacekeeping force called the
United Nations Assistance mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), including 2500 troops, of
which none were Americans, was authorized by the Security Council. 200 UNAMIR,

196

DiPrizio, Armed Humanitarians, 62.
Ibid., 62-63.
198
Ibid.,.
199
Ibid., 63.
200
Ibid., 66
197

54

however was not met with much cooperation from the different parties, hereby failing
to achieve much and allowing for the continuation of the crisis. 201

The major crisis began “on 6 April 1994 [when] the plane carrying the Rwandan
[Habyarimana] and Burundi [Cyprien Ntaryamira] presidents home from a meeting in
Tanzania aimed at salvaging Arusha Accords was shot down by two ground-to-air
rockets launched from territory near Kigali airport,” 202 leaving both presidents dead.

The killing of both presidents set off a crisis with massive proportions and within the
hour Kigali was surrounded by road blocks and many Tutsi ethnics were
massacred. 203 The killing however did not stop here. The speaker of the National
Assembly, the president of the Supreme Court, the democratic movement opposition
leaders, the prime minister and ten Belgian [UNAMIR] soldiers assigned to guard her
were butchered by Hutus causing the Belgian government’s decision to withdraw all
its peacekeeping forces from Rwanda. 204

“On April 8, the systematic slaughter of Tutsi began in Kigali and soon spread to
outlaying areas as Rwandan Radio des Milles Collins called on Hutus to kill
Tutsis.” 205 This date marked the onset of the massive civil war in Rwanda, with RPF
battalions in Kigali fighting the government forces due to the killings of Tutsis and
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moving south with the “reignit[ion]” of the civil war. 206 The situation had become too
dangerous to operate in Rwanda, and the international community has contemplated
the possibilities to withdraw forces from Rwanda. “On 21 April, [...] the UNSC voted
unanimously to reduce the number of UNAMIR personnel to 270 [...] because it
wasn’t able to do much good and it was at risk.” 207Come late April 1994, the situation
in Rwanda took an even stronger downturn with mass murder of civilians not coming
to an end, specifically in southern Rwanda. Reports have estimated that around
200,000 people had been killed up to this point, in addition to as many as 400,000
Rwandan refugees who fled to neighbouring countries. 208

At this point, in May 1994, Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali officially declared the
disaster in Rwanda on US public television a ‘real crisis,’ 209 which led the UNSC to
adopt Resolution 918 on May 17, 1994, expanding UNAMIR’s mandate and size. “Its
authorized troop level was increased to 5,500, and it was to contribute to ‘the security
and protection of displaced persons, refugees, and civilians at risk in Rwanda [and]
provide security and support for the distribution of relief supplies and humanitarian
relief operations.’” 210 This was the initiation of UNAMIR II into Rwanda. However,
with the deployment of UNAMIR II delayed or hindered, on June 23rd, the UN
Security Council approved to dispatch a multinational operation of 2500 troops,
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mainly led by the French. 211 Opération Turquoise was to hand over its activities to
UNAMIR II after it finally arrives. 212

A month later, with the victory of the RPF and the declaration of a unilateral ceasefire, President Bush authorized Operation Support Hope (OSH), which was initiated
on 23 July 1994. The operation was initiated in response to the occurrence of a large
flow of Rwandan refugees, over a million, who escaped to Zaire and created a
massive humanitarian crisis there. 213 The United States response however has been
considered a much delayed one regarding the massive catastrophe that had developed
in Rwanda. Even President Bill Clinton hinted to the shame of this delay in his
address to genocide survivors in Kigali when he said “we did not act quickly enough
after the killing began.” 214

4.2.

Intervention Analysis

4.2.1. The Individual Level:
After the Rwandan crisis came to an end, there were many implications by President
Clinton, especially when he held an apologetic speech in Kigali in 1998 to a crowd
that included survivors of the genocide that he did not act upon the crisis in Rwanda
because he did not know what was happening. 215 This was the generally used excuse
for inaction by the President and his Administration when faced with questions or
discussions regarding the Rwandan genocide. They blamed it on confused information
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and lack of knowledge about the nature and level of the catastrophe that was taking
place in Rwanda.

But when did the President and his Administration actually realize and recognize the
massive genocide that was taking place in Rwanda? And when they recognized the
size and nature of the crisis, were the President and his Administration guided by
humanitarian motives, or was there a lack of interest in Rwanda?

One of the “problematic feature[s] of the U.S. diplomacy before and during the
genocide was a tendency toward blindness bred by familiarity: The few people in
Washington who were paying attention to Rwanda before Habyarimana’s plane was
shot down were those who had been tracking Rwanda for some time and had thus
come to expect a certain level of ethnic violence from the region.” 216 The officials
who had been in charge of monitoring Rwanda did not expect anything out of the
ordinary. They had been used to this kind of ethnic problems sprouting in Rwanda.
Hence, with the onset of the massacre in April, some U.S. regional specialists
originally assumed that the crisis in Rwanda was one of many that were taking place
there and would “involve another ‘acceptable’ (if tragic) round of ethnic murder.”217
Therefore, officials reporting on Rwanda were relatively toning down the level of
importance and urgency of the crisis and not presenting it according to its actual scale
of atrocities. In fact, the U.S. ambassador to Kigali, David Rawson explained that
“although he expected internecine killing [in Rwanda], he did not anticipate the scale
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at which it occurred.” 218 Rawson’s statements were reiterated by Assistant Secretary
Moose who agreed by saying: “we were psychologically and imaginatively too
limited.” 219

Another aspect that led to the confused and distorted knowledge about Rwanda is that
“the State Department’s African bureau [even though it] was most on top of the
situation [providing information, reports, etc], tended to minimize the most incredible
rumours for a whole,” 220 hereby further toning the level of the disaster way down.
Additionally, due to the outbreak of conflict, deportations and evacuations taking
place in Rwanda, “the normal sources of proprietary intelligence were not available
[...] and so could not engage in normal intelligence gathering.” 221

Furthermore, the media also played an important role in distorting the image and
knowledge of the US Administration with regards to the level and nature of the crisis.
The media transmitted wrong information about the nature of the conflict, convincing
officials it was a 2-sided ethnic conflict as opposed to an organized ethnic genocide
on one side only, in addition to weak levels of reporting due to minimal presence of
the press, which will be discussed in the following section.

Due to the here above reasons the United States did not know of the massive genocide
that was taking place in Rwanda until after the first two weeks of the onset of the
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crisis. 222 However, now that the Administration has recognized that there was a
massive nationwide genocide boiling up in Rwanda, did President Clinton and his
Administration meet such knowledge and act upon in line with the norm of
humanitarian intervention, hence, guided by humanitarian motives? The Clinton
policy, nevertheless, toward Rwanda during the genocide “was of non-intervention
and the official explanation was quite clear: Rwanda was of insufficient national
interest to justify the risks and costs associated with an American or U.N.
intervention.” 223 In fact, Clinton declared on May 25 that the United States had no
vital interest there and therefore was not to intervene. 224

Even prior to the recognition of the genocide in Rwanda, James Wood Deputy
Assistant Secretary for African Affairs at the Department of Defence from 1986-1994,
explained in an interview that when he identified Rwanda as a potential crisis, he was
told to remove it from the list because it wasn't an important area. Officials
straightforward said “we don’t care [...] take it off the list [...] just make it go
away.” 225

Hence, since before the genocide even became an issue within US Administration
discussions; it was not included in the policy plans. Non-intervention was the verdict
from the onset and not one executive including the President was intending to act
upon Rwanda in terms of humanitarian intervention. George Moose, who was U.S.
Secretary of State for African Affairs at that time, explained in an interview the
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following: “I have to say [Rwanda] was not the first order of priority in terms of our
policies. [...] it honestly was not [a] first-tier issue for us at the time,” 226 confirming
the notion that intervention in Rwanda was not in the picture.

This implies that the issue of humanitarian intervention in Rwanda was not put on the
table for discussion and received a negative vote, but it was not even discussed or
been part of the foreign policy dialogue in first place. Journalist William Shawcorss
labelled Rwanda a “sideshow,” 227 while National Security Advisor Anthony Lake
took it a step further and asserted that Rwanda was a “no-show.” 228 In fact “during the
entire three months of the genocide, Clinton never assembled his top policy advisors
to discuss the killings [in Rwanda],” 229 despite the intensity of the crisis.

Having examined the here above arguments it is safe to assume that the norm of
humanitarian intervention did not exert any of its influence through the level of the
individual in the case of Rwanda, and hence was not the reason behind the decision of
non-intervention in the Rwandan crisis. For the norm to have been the determining
factor behind the decision of non-intervention, then it should have been embedded in
the political belief system of President Clinton and his Administration, hereby
immediately directing the US decision towards humanitarian intervention in Rwanda
with the onset of the crisis. However, what happened is that the issue of intervention
in Somalia was not even introduced on the table of discussion and the decision makers
were not, despite the level of atrocities, merely guided by humanitarian motives.
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Consequently we can conclude here that the norm of humanitarian intervention played
no role or had no impact on the level of the individual, not just because the President
and his Administration were not guided by humanitarian motives but also because the
issue of intervention in itself was not even introduced and wasn’t of primary
importance in terms of US policy.
4.2.2. The Domestic Level:
•

Role of the Media

By examining the role of the media in pressuring the United States’ decisions in a
certain direction regarding the humanitarian crisis in Rwanda, observers explain that
there was a “generally poor level of media coverage” 230 in comparison to the size and
nature of the crisis. In fact during the first quarter of 1994, “there was virtually no
Western media coverage of events in Rwanda [... and] surveys of [...] US media show
that relatively little change occurred in the media coverage after 6 April compared to
the paucity before.” 231 But what was the reason for the negligible covering of the
genocide in Rwanda?

It is argued that the lack of coverage cannot be simply blamed on the government’s
disinterest in the Rwanda crisis, but it was due to the “restricted mobility of the
reporters, and the inability to fly out photos or videos, [which] were major
handicaps.” 232 Moreover, the majority of American employers had withdrawn
theirreporters out for safety reasons in addition to issues of cost. 233 Even though there
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was major lack of coverage of the genocide in Rwanda, there was still some coverage
that managed to reach the western world, specifically the United States. How did this
limited in size coverage affect the US’s decisions regarding Rwanda? In fact the
media coverage that managed to reach the US has “perpetuated [...] cliché
explanations for the violence – ‘tribal warfare,’ ‘civil war,’ ‘failed state,’ ‘ancient
hatred’ – and contributed to the general belief that outsiders could neither understand
nor do anything about it.” 234

This distorted media coverage actually hindered the real image from being
transmitted. While an organized and planned genocide was taking place in Rwanda,
the media transmitted a totally different picture of the events in the Rwandan crisis.235
For example, “reporting in both The Times and New York Times had appallingly
misleading reports: the downed plane was a result of a Tutsi attempt to destroy the
Hutu leadership in Rwanda and Burundi; ‘mobs’ or a troop rampage killed the
Rwandese Premier and 10 Belgian soldiers; [...] ‘rival tribal factions waged vicious
street battles’.” 236 Early reports “were wrong on all the critical points,” 237 hereby
misleading the public.

Moreover, it has also been argued that “because of five trends in the reporting during
the first two weeks, the president of the United States could not have determined that
a nationwide genocide was under way in Rwanda until about April 20, 1994.” 238
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To begin with, the violence in Rwanda was originally depicted as a two-sided civil
war – one that the Tutsi were winning – as opposed to a one-sided, ethnic genocide
against the Tutsi. The second trend notes that after a couple of days during the crisis
in Rwanda, violence was reported to be diminishing and toning down, whereas it had
actually picked up the pace. Third, the death toll reported early on was always far
away from the truth. Death tolls were reported as gross estimates and did not come
close to the actual numbers, representing the genocide taking place. Fourth, the main
focus since the beginning of the massacre was always set on Kigali, and the larger
span of violence taking place outside Kigali, has been ignored and was not included in
the reporting, hereby downsizing the level of the crisis. Last but not least, it took all
observes, journalists, or anyone who was monitoring the situation in Rwanda almost
two weeks until anyone suspected a massive genocide.

239

All this confusing and misleading information reported by the media resulted in little
or no pressure on behalf of the media on the United States in order to intervene in
Rwanda. In fact “the Western media’s failure to report adequately on the genocide in
Rwanda possibly contributed to international indifference and inaction.” 240
•

Public Pressure

What additionally contributed to the “general lack of interest in Rwanda and the
resistance to intervene was a silent public.” 241 There was no one in the United States
that pressured the Clinton Administration decisionmakers and made them feel as they
would bear the consequences and pay a political price for not intervening to save
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Rwandans. 242 In fact “there were few letters or phone calls to the U.S. Mission to the
UN or to the White House to urge that something to be done.” 243 Hence, there was no
strong public pressure for the US to intervene in Rwanda.

This silence among the American public “was likely due in part to what might be
described as compassion fatigue.” 244 When the Cold War ended “old and new
complex emergencies around the world splashed onto the front pages of many
newspapers,[with] the misery and death that accompanied conflicts [...] broadcast[ed]
live into millions of living rooms.” 245 With this repeated and constant broadcasting of
miserable events, scenes and news, at first it was shocking and affected the
viewers/readers, yet after a certain time viewers and readers became “desensitized to
horrors occurring in far-off places about which they cared little and knew less.”246
Hence when Rwanda erupted, the public did get affected and appalled by all the
violence, yet the public was “wary of getting involved in another internal conflict [it]
did not understand in another African country [it] never heard of.” 247
This meant that the public did not seem to see humanitarian intervention as the
immediate action to be taken regarding Rwanda; hence no public pressure was exerted
on the US Administration.

•

Congressional Pressure

Throughout the Rwanda crisis there was no obvious Congressional pressure and
support for sending in U.S. troops. “Hearings were held, and much rhetoric was
242
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spewed deploring the situation, calling for an end to violence, and expressing horror
and regret at the carnage, 248 yet no one expressed that Rwanda was of any national
interest to the United States, nor was it an urging matter on the Administration’s
agenda. For example, the Republican Senate minority leader, Bob Dole stated that he
didn’t think that the US has any national interests in Rwanda and that the Americans
are out, and as far away as possible from getting involved in Rwanda. 249 Furthermore,
“there was even criticism of the Administration for not describing the events as
genocide, [...yet] there was no Congressional clamour for intervention, and no efforts
were made to pressure the Clinton Administration to respond more vigorously, and
PDD 25 [...] was well received on Capitol Hill.” 250

Even though some members of the Congress expressed an interest in US intervention
such as Senators Jeffords and Simon’s letter to the White house “asking for the USA
immediately to request the Security Council to approve sending troops to Kigali to
stop the senseless slaughter,” 251 those have been informed by White House Officials
“that there was no public support for US participation in such an operation.” 252 Such
examples of calls for action were very few and scattered and could not compete with
the overpowering disposition of the majority of the Congress as to not to intervene.

So here again, one can conclude that there was no domestic pressure exercised on the
US to intervene in Rwanda, neither by the media, the public, nor the Congress, noting
that the norm of humanitarian intervention did not either exercise its influence trough
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the mechanism of the domestic pressures. The norm was not for the media, nor the
public and the Congress the adopted norm that directed them in pressuring the US into
intervention in Rwanda.

4.2.3. The International Level:
By the time the Rwanda crisis struck “the Clinton Administration had already moved
away from its earlier assertive multilateralism [... and it] initially sought the total
withdrawal of UNAMIR troops.” 253 With the onset of the US new foreign policy
directions, the United Nations started placing little pressure on the US at the initial
phases of the crisis in Rwanda. On 20 April the Secretary General Boutros-Ghali
offered the Security Council UNSC three options regarding UNAMIR forces. “The
first was to strengthen UNAMIR’s mandate and capability [...], the second was to
reduce its force level but maintain a presence in Kigali [...], the third [...] was to
withdraw UNAMIR.” 254 Taking into consideration the US wishes of total UNAMIR
withdrawal, the only option that appealed to it and was somewhat in line with its new
direction was the second option to reduce UNAMIR forces yet maintain a presence in
Kigali. For Washington to actually succumb to the second option put forth by
Boutros-Ghali, he explained that during the crisis phase in Rwanda he had a private
meeting with Ambassador Madeline Albright, in which he pushed for the US to take
action to stop the killing in Rwanda, and to which she argued against any intervention
action. 255 From that point on forward there seems to be no evidence of the UN trying
to put pressure on the US to intervene militarily in Rwanda. On the other hand the US,
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although approved the second option of the UN to keep a small force in Rwanda, still
continued to seek the removal of UNAMIR and hinder the reinforcement progression.

When the crisis in Rwanda (around end of April – beginning of May) intensified,
“Boutros-Ghali suggested the creation of an all-African force to impose a ceasefire,” 256 which was met with acceptance by the Clinton Administration and they
offered to transport this mission, since they were not intending on sending troops to
Rwanda. Yet this mission fell apart because the secretary general could not gather the
troops, partly due “America’s refusal to participate in the mission, thus decreasing its
prestige and likelihood of success, and in turn, deterring potential volunteers.” 257 This
was only the beginning of a series of direct and indirect obstructions on behalf of the
Clinton Administration with regards to intervention in Rwanda.

Boutros-Ghali “called for increasing UNAMIR’s troop level to 5,500 and changing it
with protection of refugees and other people in need and helping provide
humanitarian relief,” a proposition accepted by many members of the UNSC, who
“supported a Chapter VII mandate, authorizing it to use force to fulfil its mission.” 258
The US however opposed the secretary general’s plan and suggested one which
proposes troops to be placed on Rwanda’s borders to assist and provide measures of
protection, instead of the secretary general’s suggestion of reinforcing the presence of
UNAMIR inside Kigali and then fanning out through the country, hereby keeping
troops as far as possible from being involved in the heart of the crisis. 259
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At the May 13 meeting a compromise had been reached among UNSC members, yet
when it came to take the decision the American U.N. delegation stated that it hadn’t
been informed by its government on how to vote with regards to the crisis in Rwanda,
hereby forcing the postponement of the decision. 260 Finally, UNSC Resolution 918
was passed “authorizing an increase in the size of UNAMIR [...] and contribut[ing] to
the security and protection of displaced persons, refugees, and civilians at risk in
Rwanda [and] provid[ing] security and support for the distribution of relief supplies
and humanitarian relief operations.” 261

Despite the fact that Washington supported Resolution 918, “the Clinton
Administration went out of its way to hamper implementation,” 262 and the United
Nation’s rush towards intervention. Ambassador Albright in fact stated that “it would
be folly [...] to allow the United Nations to rush into the intervention.” 263 Moreover,
the US’s actions obstructing intervention in Rwanda also included “the Pentagon
effectively block[ing] the provision of promised vehicles and equipment [to UNAMIR
II] for weeks,” 264 which later on arrived when the crisis was over.

The examination here above, shows little evidence that there was any pressure exerted
by the UN on the US Administration to intervene in Rwanda, in fact the US managed
to topple or better said hinder all actions by the UN to intervene in Rwanda because it
thought such actions were hasty and not in its interest. Here again, one can conclude
that the norm of humanitarian intervention did not influence the US’s state behaviour
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towards non-intervention in Rwanda through any of the mechanisms proposed by
Solidarist scholars. Had the norm been embedded in the political belief system of the
decision makers, then immediate action to intervene would have been taken by the
President. Additionally, if the norm had any influence through domestic pressures,
then the media, the public or the Congress would have also managed to pressure the
government into intervention. Last but not least, if the norm of humanitarian
intervention had managed to exert its influence through international organizations,
then Boutros-Ghali would have been able to convince the US President to intervene
militarily in Rwanda through continuous applied pressure, yet this was not the case.
The UN was not notably urging the US to intervene militarily and when it did at the
beginning of the crisis; its insistence was met with immediate refusal.

So what were the actual factors that have guided US state behaviour towards nonintervention in Rwanda? Again, as it is the case with Somalia, there are two
complimenting factors that contributed to the US decision of non-intervention. The
main factor behind the non-intervention in Rwanda is the shadow of the past lessons
of the Somali intervention, which loomed over any future US decision regarding
humanitarian intervention. The second factor, which is maintaining the credibility of
the United Nations and U.N. peacekeeping operations, actually derives from the first
one or is related in some sense to the lessons dragged from the Somali intervention.
With the unsuccessful intervention decision in Somalia resulting in huge costs and
many undertaken risks, in addition to shaking the UN’s credibility as a political actor,
the US has decided to save face and resort to non-intervention in Rwanda. The UN
served the US in many of its new world order policies and it was not about to let it go
down with another attempt at a failed intervention.
70

CHAPTER 5
SOMALIA AND RWANDA: A COMPARISON OF SUGGESTED FACTORS
BEHIND THE U.S. DECISIONS OF INTERVENTION AND NONINTERVENTION
“What emerges from post-cold war state practice is how Western states have taken the
lead in advancing a new norm of armed humanitarian intervention in international
society. [...] There was [also] a growing acceptance of the idea that [...] military
intervention was [the] justifiable, [taken-for-granted routine or action] in cases of
genocide and mass killing.” 265

Yet after having examined whether the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention
had any impact on guiding the United States’ behaviour in both Somalia and Rwanda
through the different mechanisms put forth by Solidarists, this study construes that the
norm had no impact on state behaviour regarding humanitarian intervention in both
crises. In the case of Somalia, the reason behind the U.S. intervening militarily in the
crisis was not because it was the norm to do so. It was not because the fabric in which
the U.S. interacts in the international society dictates humanitarian intervention as the
normal and immediate reaction to genocide and mass killing, but because of other
factors that played an important role in shaping the U.S.’s decision of intervention.

This does not however mean that since the norm of humanitarian intervention had no
impact on the decisions undertaken by the U.S. regarding the crisis in Somalia that the
intervention does not count as humanitarian. Nicholas J. Wheeler, a Solidarist scholar,
explains that “the primacy of humanitarian motives is not a threshold condition [for an
intervention to be considered humanitarian]. [... Hence,] even if an intervention is
motivated by non-humanitarian reasons, it can still count as humanitarian provided
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that the motives, and the means employed, do not undermine a positive humanitarian
outcome.” 266

Now looking at the non-intervention case of Rwanda one cannot assume that because
an intervention did not take place, then the norm of humanitarian intervention simply
does not exist or cannot be the guiding framework of action in cases of genocide and
mass killings. Simply because the norm of humanitarian intervention was advanced
by Western states in the 1990s does not mean that it should have an impact on state
behaviour every time a crisis of a massive level occurs. Constructivists and English
School Scholars explain that the best demonstration of the presence of the norm of
humanitarian intervention in the Rwandan case is that intervention in the Rwandan
genocide has not met opposition in the Security Council on the grounds that this
violated Rwandan sovereignty. 267 “Instead, the barrier to intervention was the lack of
political will on the part of states to incur the costs and risks of armed intervention to
save Rwandans.” 268 Moreover, Martha Finnemore, a Constructivist, clarifies that it is
common for the norm of humanitarian intervention “to compete with other interests
states have as they weigh the decision to use force.” 269

Yet, if the norm of humanitarian intervention did not have an impact on the United
States decision to intervene in Somalia and its decision not to intervene in Rwanda
then what pushed intervention in first case and what was the factor, which resulted in

266

Nicholas J. Wheeler, Saving Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in International Society
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000), 38.
267
Wheeler and Bellamy, “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” 568.
268
Ibid.
269
Finnemore, Purpose of Intervention, 79.

72

holding back from intervention in the second case? The following section will present
the determining factors behind intervention in Somalia and non-intervention in
Rwanda.

5.1.

Somalia

Having analysed the U.S. decision of intervention in Somalia, it does not seem to be a
result of the impact of the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention on either level
of analysis, since it doesn’t seem to have been driven by pressure from the United
Nations, the media, the Congress or local public pressure. The only factor that could
have been in favour of an impact by the norm of humanitarian intervention is that of a
President or/and Administration driven by a humanitarian inclinations, yet the delay
in response has refuted such assumption.

The intervention decision in Somalia has been influenced by a merger of two
complimenting factors. The first factor that influenced the intervention decision,
which also gave rise and paved the way for the second factor behind the US’s decision
of intervention, is Bush’s historical legacy as the usher of the new world order. With
the end of the Cold War and the victory of western-style liberalism, the United States,
specifically President Bush, was steering the way for a new world order, dominated
by US policies. In this line of reasoning, President Bush wanted, as the usher of the
new world order, to leave a strong mark behind, namely a memorable historical
legacy, since he was leaving and not going to be re-elected. 270 The post-Cold War
new world order introduced by the US, and Bush’s concern for his historical legacy,
gave way for the second and main factor behind the intervention in Somalia, namely
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“strengthen[ing] UN peacekeeping” as “an important part of [the United States’]
vision of global conflict resolution,” 271 and as a means by which Bush can leave a
strong mark on the world, as the leader of the new world order.

5.1.1. New World Order and the President’s Historical Legacy
Bush as “the man who had overseen the end of the Cold War and the fall of the Soviet
Union, [...and as the one who] ushered in the new world order” 272 in the post-Cold
War era was now in charge of dictating the dominating policies in the realm of foreign
policy. Bush had now the ultimate responsibility of setting the perfect example of how
the leader of the new world order should act in the face of the newly emerging issues,
which were not present during the phase of the Cold War. The President was then
inclined to take specific actions, which will leave a strong mark on the world and
allow him to leave the White House with a resonating big bang. It is, therefore,
believed by many that “Bush’s decision to intervene in Somalia was in part due to his
concern over his historical legacy,” as the leader of the new world order. 273

What proves this point is that “President Bush began to turn his full attention to
Somalia after a disappointing defeat to Bill Clinton in the November election.” 274 He
began thinking of a way through which he could “end his presidency on a high
note,” 275 in order to maintain his position as the victorious leader, coming out of the
Cold War. Foreign policy has always been Bush’s strong point and hence he
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perceived his legacy to “undoubtedly be [fitting within] the realm of foreign policy,”
and what better than “initiating a popular and just humanitarian mission” to save the
lives of the starving, 276 and set a precedent to future US leaders.

Yet what makes historical legacy a secondary factor motivating the decision to
intervene in Somalia though is that “the operation was not risk free: the lives of many
U.S. soldiers, billions of dollars, and America’s prestige” 277 also played an important
role. Despite the fact that there is a risk calculation attached to this possible factor
behind the decision of intervention it is argued that “it is neither far-fetched nor
inconsistent with events to suggest that Bush contemplated his historical legacy and
that this influenced his decision making, but without stronger evidence that such
calculations were pertinent” 278 this study gives historical legacy the rank of secondary
factor motivating the decision to intervene.

However, Bush’s concern for his historical legacy as the leader of the new post-Cold
War new world order, not only influenced the US decision to intervene in Somalia,
but also gave rise to the main factor behind the intervention decision. In the newly
ushered post-Cold War world order and the views instilled by the US as the leader,
UN peacekeeping and peacemaking capabilities occupied an important means through
which the world was to deal with the newly emerged humanitarian issues.
Furthermore, the UN was considered a channel through which the US can maintain its
world views and implement its new policies, hence promoting it as a political actor
was of utmost importance to the Bush Administration.
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5.1.2. Upholding UN Credibility and Strengthening Peacekeeping Missions
The main factor or motive behind the United States’ decision to intervene militarily in
the crisis taking place in Somalia was “the Bush Administration’s perception of
peacekeeping in the post-cold war world. [... Evidence proves that] the enhanced
credibility of the United Nations as a peacekeeping and peacemaking organization”279
was what pushed the US’s intervention decision. Sending in U.S. troops to Somalia
was “a product of the intergovernmental policy dynamics and broader foreign policy
concerns,” 280 with the argument that while the U.S. had no national interest in
Somalia or similar cases whatsoever, the increased examples of failed states, ethnic
related wars and massacres and of course the anarchical conditions in which states
existed, created a threat to the U.S. interests in the new world order introduced in the
post-Cold War phase. 281

Hence, by enhancing and building up the UN’s peacekeeping operations, conflicts can
be prevented and controlled in a legitimate effective manner, while the US can stop
being consumed by other states’ crises. With the end of the cold war and the successes
of the humanitarian interventions in northern Iraq, the US decision makers,
specifically President Bush, perceived the UN peacekeeping missions as an integral
element of the US’s views of global conflict resolution. 282 “[Bush] also saw the
United States as playing a central part in that vision [...] and intervention in Somalia
was one way of advancing [the US’s conflict resolution] objectives.” 283
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The idea that Somalia offered the perfect opportunity for the U.S. to achieve its
foreign policy goals and its tactics for global conflict resolution objectives came into
context when in mid-November the U.S. diplomatic mission to the United Nations
circulated a cable emphasizing the necessity and the U.S.’s interest to increase UN
credibility in peacekeeping in the post-Cold War era, and the importance of the
success of the first peace enforcement operation, which was a policy that was in line
with Bush’s statements during this phase. 284

In his September 1992 address before the U.N. General Assembly, President Bush
stated that he supports UN peacekeeping missions, and the reinforcement of the
United Nations’ capability to prevent and resolve conflicts around the world. 285
Following the cable, Somalia offered an “easy” opportunity for the achievement of the
U.S.’s policy towards “global stability [...being] well served by a muscular UN peace
enforcement capability to manage growing regional crises.” 286

In response to the cable circulated and to adhere to Bush’s Administration aims at
increasing UN peacekeeping capacities in a November 25th meeting, the Deputies
Committee, a National Security Council panel of officials presented Bush with three
policy options with regards to the crisis in Somalia. 287 The first option was sending
“provisions of U.S. airpower and seapower in support of a reinforced UN force,” 288
the second option “the ball-peen hammer [which denotes involving a] limited U.S.
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military intervention as a prelude to and expanded UN force,” 289 and the third option
“the sledgehammer [denoting a] full scale intervention by a U.S. division, plus allies,
under UN auspices.” 290 President Bush in accordance with his top advisors decided on
option three, 291 which was doubled and approved by the Bush Administration after the
meeting, as General Joseph Hoar insisted that an intervention of such magnitude
requires two divisions. 292

Under this full scale option the U.S. would be committing an entire division of around
15000 troops, including both combat troops and significant logistics support staff.
This huge force would ensure total control of main lines of communication
throughout most of the southern towns in Somalia including Mogadishu, and also
provide the U.S. with what Colin Powell called “decisive advantage” 293 in case
dealings with Somali militias were spoiled or in the case the U.S. had to resort to
forcible disarmament. After the implementation the operation is to be phased out and
handed over to a UN-led force as soon as possible. 294

Out of the third option, on December 3, 1992, the United Task Force (UNITAF) was
authorized by Security Council Resolution 794. 295 With the UN supporting the U.Sled mission to Somalia it marked an important move towards making “the UN a more
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credible actor, [since] it wasn’t a credible military actor before. [And] by not being a
credible military actor, it wasn’t a credible political actor.” 296

Enhancing the credibility of the UN peacekeeping and peacemaking forces and
proving that the UN is a credible political actor was the US’s motive behind the
intervention. But at the same time there was a more specific facet to this motive,
which is also why Somalia was chosen. “Boutros-Ghali reportedly told President
Bush that the international Islamic community was aroused by the U.N.’s failure to
protect Muslims [in crises].” 297 And hence, the US’s aim was to enhance the UN’s
peacekeeping credibility in front of the whole world, and specifically with regards to
the wary Muslim countries, by coming under the UN auspices to the aid of Muslims
in crises like the Somalis. The intervention in Somalia has been described as “a good
signal to the Muslim world.” 298
But in order to appease the Muslim world and convince them of an enhanced UN
peacekeeping credibility, the US could have intervened in either Bosnia or Somalia,
which were both taking place at the same time. 299 It is in fact argued that Somalia
presented a far more attractive case of intervention as opposed to Bosnia because
“such a mission was determined to be ‘doable’.” 300 When asked why Somalia and not
Bosnia one Administration official explained that “the risks are lower.” 301 Hence the
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US chose Somalia over Bosnia, because costs and risks were lower, and therefore, it
was “perceived [as an] opportunity to establish a foreign policy on the cheap.” 302

Last but not least, what in fact enabled the Bush Administration to implement its
perception of a strong UN peacekeeping force in the post-cold war world is that
President Bush had become a lame-duck president at the time of his decision to
intervene in Somalia. 303 As a lame-duck president “Bush was largely immune from
the political pressures a president normally faces,” 304 hence he was able to focus on
what was in line with his Administration’s policies and not what could have been
dictated upon him due to pressure by the media, the public, Congress, or the UN.

So as clarified here above, the intervention decision does not seem to have been
subject to the impact of the norm of humanitarian intervention having exerted its
influence through the mechanisms suggested earlier in any of the levels of analysis.
On the individual level, humanitarian motives have been trumped by the delay in
reaction towards the crisis, on the domestic level; the media coverage seemed to have
followed the intervention decision as opposed to have influenced the state to
intervene, there was no noticeable public or Congressional pressure, and finally on the
international level, the UN itself was not in favour of involving US troops in the
interventions.
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Hence, the intervention has been motivated by the US long-term post-cold war
interest in a strong UN peacekeeping and peacemaking capability, as part of the US’s
vision for a global conflict resolution framework.

5.2.

Rwanda

After having analysed the U.S. decision of non-intervention in Rwanda, and finding
no evidence that the norm of humanitarian intervention has exerted its influence
through any of the mechanisms on either level of analysis, it is wise to assume that the
decision of non-intervention has in fact been influenced by other factors. It is
however, noteworthy to mention, that as previously explained, the lack of intervention
does not deny the existence of the norm of humanitarian intervention. It is just that in
this case the norm did not affect the US’s sate behaviour.

The non-intervention decision in Rwanda has also been influenced by a combination
of two different complimenting factors, like the case with Somalia, a factor that
exerted the most influence on the US’s decision of abstaining from intervention, and a
second factor that derived from the main factor behind the decision of nonintervention. The first and main factor that influenced the non- intervention decision,
are “lessons of past history,” specifically “lessons of Somalia,” which had a great
impact on the US’s decision not to intervene in Rwanda as a result of the
consequences of the Somali intervention. 305 The second influencing factor is the
maintenance of “the credibility of the United Nations and U.N. peacekeeping,”306
similar to the Somalia case, yet in the case of Rwanda, this factor was not what
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mainly motivated or influenced the US’s decision, but it derived from the factor of the
shadow of Somalia. “The United States had downgraded the importance of
peacekeeping to its overall national security strategy after Somalia,” 307 proving that
the factor of the credibility of the UN and its peacekeeping has been derived from the
shadow of Somalia looming over humanitarian intervention decisions.

5.2.1. Lessons from Somalia
When the Clinton Administration came into office it initially supported “a more active
policy toward peace operations than its predecessor. Candidate Clinton was
outspokenly supportive of an increased role for the United States and the United
Nations in such activities.” 308 In line with his words, in February1993, the President
signed the Presidential Review Directive 13 in order to review the U.S.’s policies
towards multilateral peacekeeping missions, aiming at creating a guide for future U.S.
policies with regards to multilateral peace operations. 309 The draft was approved on
July 19, 1993, offering a major change in the United States’ multilateral peace
operations policies. The Presidential Review Directive “support[ed] an enhanced use
of multilateral operations, elevat[ing] the United Nations as a major actor on the
world stage, and commit[ing] the United States to support such operations in all of
their political, military, and financial dimensions.” 310 Yet this draft of the PDD did
not go into effect, due to the aggravated events in Somalia, which led to its
reassessment. 311
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With the death of four U.S. soldiers by a landmine in August 1993 in addition to
eighteen others who died in October while tracking down General Mohamed Aideed,
Congressional and Senate opposition to peace operations augmented as a result of the
downturn in Somalia. 312 This growing pressure on the Clinton Administration to
withdraw from Somalia led the president to withdraw all troops by 31 March 1994. 313

Following the events in Somalia, John Shattuck, U.S. assistant secretary of state for
democracy, human rights and labour explained that the Somalia crisis was going to
have an impact on the soon-to-begin genocide in Rwanda. He mentioned: “I
remember, before the genocide started, hearing a number of Administration officials
tell me -- particularly people in the White House … our principal focus has to be, "No
more Somalias." 314

The argument of the shadow of Somalia affecting intervention decisions in Rwanda
perfectly fits the popular saying: once bitten, twice shy. It was because the US
suffered negatively from the intervention in Somalia, that the lessons dragged from it
have continuously loomed over any future intervention decisions that came up during
the post-Cold War phase. These dragged passed lessons affected the decision-making
process with regards to Rwanda, through the different mechanisms influencing state
behaviour, and in turn resulted in an abstention from intervention.
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The Somalia case had its effect on the Clinton Administration’s policy towards
peacekeeping and “set an ominous shadow on Washington.” 315 The PDD went
through many adjustments, because of the Clinton Administration decision by May
1994, to move away from its previously assertive policies of multilateralism. 316 PDD
25, issued on May 3 hence, “set guidelines for determining when the United States
would support a U.N. peace operation, when it would participate in an operation, and
when it would contribute combat troops, ” 317 with very strict conditions.
The new guidelines in PDD 25 hence ensured that the U.S. was not going to go
through another Somalia case, here by automatically initiating comparisons between
any future humanitarian crises erupting and the case of Somalia, which is what
happened when the crisis in Rwanda struck. White House officials saw Rwanda
“through the prism of Somalia” 318 and hence “they reasoned [that] any intervention
would have to be large-scale and costly and would probably produce no measureable
improvements anyway.” 319 Additionally with the many killings taking place, it drew a
horrible image in the eyes of the US officials, “evok[ing] the image of Somalia,”320
leading U.S. officials to think that they will eventually have to get involved, which
they did not want. 321
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The result of such direct references to the case in Somalia led to the idea that the U.S.
had to “steer clear of Rwanda” 322 which is also what pushed the US to call for total
withdrawal of UNAMIR forces, in addition to the Clinton Administration putting a lot
of effort to not to call the killings in Rwanda a genocide but ‘acts of genocide fearing
that it would drag them into a humanitarian intervention by a rallied public opinion. 323

So as explained here, the ominous shadow of Somalia has actually exerted its
influence through the individual level of analysis, causing the Clinton Administration
to shift its policy from totally supporting military humanitarian interventions and
peacekeeping missions to feeling wary of such actions. Clinton was weary of an
intervention in Rwanda, due to the costs and implications that the Somalia case has
proved, and therefore opted for a non-intervention decision.

On another note, the lessons dragged from the Somalia case also exerted their
influence though the mechanisms of domestic pressure. The media, the Congress, and
the public opinion, in fear of another replica of the Somali case, did not promote an
intervention decision in Rwanda. The media coverage was confused and incorrect at
times, in addition to emphasizing that the US’s involvement in the crisis in Rwanda
would end like the Somali case. “The New York Times admonished: Somalia
provides ample warning against plunging openendedly into a humanitarian mission
and demonstrates the problem of ad hoc force under multinational command carrying
out an ill-defined mission.” 324 Additionally, the public as mentioned previously was
silent, and did not even exert a minimal level of pressure on the Clinton
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Administration to intervene in Rwanda. In fact “after the Mogadishu shootout the
public clearly wanted out.” 325

Among the Congress members, criticism of the Somalia case was mounting, and
hence spilling over the decisions regarding intervention in Rwanda. Congress
members, as explained previously, called against an intervention in Rwanda, based on
relating it to the high costs and risks that incurred from the Somali case. The Congress
pointed out on many occasions that it did not want to spend more money on U.N.
peace missions, with doubtful success rates without the involvement of the U.S.,
which was not going to happen. 326 Moreover, since “the shadow of Somalia loomed
large over the country,” 327 Senator Robert Byrd stated “we had enough of that
Somalia,” implying that the US should not militarily intervene in Rwanda but only
help through relief operations. 328 “Most in and out of Washington saw another
Somalia when they looked at Rwanda.” 329

Here evidence proves that the history lessons from Somalia actually worked their
influence through the mechanisms of the domestic pressure, hereby laying the ground
for the US to choose non-intervention in Rwanda.

Similarly, on the international level, evidence could also be found that the image of
Somalia played, in fact a role in bringing about the non-intervention decision in
Rwanda. With the onset of the Rwandan crisis, leaders within the UN had a twisted
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view of the events, implying that Rwanda was a failed state, hereby drawing a parallel
to the Somali case. 330 This analogy with Somalia, hence affected the UN’s behaviour
with regards to the conflict in Rwanda.

The shadow of Somalia implied that any UN peacekeeping forces sent were doomed
to fail, hence the “bureaucratic caution reinforced the conclusion drawn from that
experience, [by clarifying that] the UN could not afford another peacekeeping failure
[such as the one in Somalia], with failure defined as loss of UN peacekeepers in the
field.” This resulted in the fact the very little pressure was placed by the UN on the
US to mutually intervene in Rwanda, in fact the distorted image the UN presented
about the crisis in Rwanda and relating it to the Somali case even aided in reinforcing
the non-intervention decision undertaken by the US.

The shadow of the past lessons of Somalia has in fact resorted to the mechanisms
through which, the norm of humanitarian intervention would exert its influence on
state behaviour, in itself influencing state behaviour in the Rwandan case. It was
because of the looming image of Somalia and its effect on all levels of analysis that it
managed to counteract the norm of humanitarian intervention, hence turn it around to
a non-intervention decision. The shadow of Somalia, not only affected state behaviour
in terms of the US choosing not to intervene militarily in Rwanda, but it also
influenced its decision by directing it towards humanitarian relief efforts as opposed
to the US’s original policies.
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As an example, the US initiated Operation Support Hope on 23 July 2994, with 3000
plus soldiers, charged with providing assistance to aid givers in the region as well as
providing direct relief to refugees, in addition to American airlift capabilities. It was
strictly implemented as a humanitarian operation, with no security responsibility on
behalf of the US. 331

5.2.2. The Credibility of the United Nations and U.N. Peacekeeping
“While Rwanda itself was not deemed important to U.S. interests, U.S. and even
greater U.N. involvement in Rwanda did threaten one thing the Administration
deemed important: the credibility of the United Nations and U.N. peacekeeping.” 332
Because of the lessons dragged from the intervention in Somalia and the shadow of
high costs, risks and failed peacekeeping efforts, “preventing another U.N.
peacekeeping debacle was perceived as necessary and worked against U.S. support of
intervention in Rwanda.” 333 The argument was that, intervening militarily in Rwanda
will naturally end in failed results, such as what happened in Somalia, hence shaking
the credibility of the UN as a political actor on the scene. The UN’s credibility had
been previously sacrificed in the case of Somalia but the US was not about to let that
happen again.

Furthermore, “although the [Clinton Administration] had downgraded the importance
of peacekeeping to its overall national security strategy after Somalia, the
Administration continued to view the United Nations and U.N. peacekeeping more
specifically, as important cost-effective tools for dealing with conflicts in the post
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cold war era.” 334 With the presence and efficacy of the UN peacekeeping missions,
the US could have its interests in global conflict resolution implemented without
costing it much. An example of which, is “Operation Turquoise, an armed
humanitarian intervention authorized by the United Nations under Chapter VII of the
U.N. Charter, [... which] was led [...] by the French.” 335 Here another state would be
implementing what the U.S. had planned for but without costing the United States
anything and without the U.S. taking any risks, either. Had the U.S. pushed in favour
of an intervention decision in Rwanda, and the peacekeeping forces failed miserably,
then the option of humanitarian intervention at the cheap would cease to exist because
the U.N. would have lost its credibility.

Moreover, the US associated its own credibility and leadership with that of the UN,
since the US was “the world’s last remaining superpower, [... and it] had repeatedly
demonstrated that it could move the United Nations to take rapid and effective
action.” 336 If the US had chosen the intervention option in Rwanda, and the
peacekeeping efforts had failed as assumed, the UN peacekeeping missions would
have lost their credibility, and hereby also the US’s credibility and leadership, since it
dragged the UN into a failed attempt at humanitarian intervention. Accordingly, “for
the [US ...] avoiding further damage to U.N. credibility – and by association U.S.
credibility and leadership – was more important than stopping genocide in
Rwanda.” 337
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CONCLUSION
“Humanitarian intervention remains a contested issue. [...] A growing consciousness
of common humanity permeates the emerging global civil society, but how can this
society best promote humanitarianism? Is forcible humanitarian intervention
sometimes the only way to respond to massive human rights abuses? Or is this use of
violence to stop even greater violence a strategy that can only result in a spiral of
bloodletting to the detriment of humanitarian goals?” 338 Those are all valid questions
that need to be assessed based upon case by case basis.

This study however was concerned with the norm of humanitarian intervention put
forth by both Constructivists and English School scholars. It examined the claim that
the 1990s or the post-Cold War era saw a phase where a norm of humanitarian
intervention has emerged and how it became ingrained in the fabric guiding the
international society. The emergence of the norm of humanitarian intervention has
caused a shift in the normative fabric because it has reformatted the age-old and
previously sacred concept of state sovereignty.

Nowadays, humanitarian intervention in the face of mass killing and genocide is not
considered a violation of state sovereignty, provided the justification is in line with
the definition of humanitarian intervention. For the purpose of this study the definition
of humanitarian intervention has been limited to military interventions, hence forcible
military interventions to save individuals from suffering caused either by their own
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government or other groups, hereby excluding suffering as a result of environmental
disasters.
This study has focused on the role of the emerged norm of humanitarian intervention
in bringing about the United States’ decisions to intervene or not in humanitarian
crisis in the post-Cold War era. The question was, whether the norm of humanitarian
intervention was the trigger, or had an impact on state behaviour, and whether the
U.S. chose to intervene in Somalia and not to intervene in Rwanda, as a result of the
influence of the norm of humanitarian intervention guiding the fabric in which states
interact.

The influence of the norm of humanitarian intervention has been examined on all
mechanisms put forth by Solidarists, which are analyzed on the individual, domestic
and international levels. Had it had an influence on one or all levels, then this study
would have concluded that the norm of humanitarian intervention is what brought
about the US’s decisions of intervention and non-intervention in the post-Cold War
era. It is however concluded that the norm of humanitarian intervention had no impact
on generating US state behaviour, such as the intervention in Somalia and the lack of
it in Rwanda.

The reasons behind the United States’ decisions are however very different, with one
common factor that played a different role in both case studies in terms of level of
influence. In the case of Somalia, or Operation Restore Hope, there was a merger of
two complimenting factors that caused the decision of intervention in Somalia. The
first factor was the fact that in the post-Cold War era, the United States, with George
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Bush on top, was launching a new world order, with the defeat of the Soviet Union,
and the victory of western-style liberalism. Bush was ushering in a new world view
with a possibility and a responsibility to dictate new dominating policies in the realm
of international relations. For that reason, and since Bush, the leader of the new world
order, was leaving office, he wanted to leave a strong mark behind. Bush was
concerned for his historical legacy, and wanted history to grandiosely remember him.

Bush’s concern with his historical legacy as the leader of the new world order, hence
influenced his decision with regards to Somalia, in favour of intervention, in order to
be remembered as the one who saved the starving at Christmastime, and the one who
presented new policies to deal with the emerging post-Cold War humanitarian crises.
Yet, this factor has taken a secondary place in influencing the department of state
behaviour, since there were lots of costs attached to such a factor, which may have
weakened it a bit as a main factor bringing about US decisions.

On the other hand, the main factor influencing the US decision to intervene militarily
in Somalia was the US’s concern for the credibility of the United Nations and its
peacekeeping missions. As previously explained, in the newly ushered post-Cold War
world order and the views instilled by the US as the leader, UN peacekeeping and
peacemaking capabilities occupied an important means through which the world was
to deal with the newly emerged humanitarian issues. Furthermore, the UN was
considered a channel through which the US can maintain its world views and
implement its new policies, hence promoting it as a political actor was of utmost
importance to the Bush Administration. For that reason, Bush opted for an
intervention in Somalia to support UN peacekeeping missions, and have history tell
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that not only he saved the starving, but he also upheld an international organization
and saved it from perishing. A strong UN peacekeeping and peacemaking capability
was part of the US’s new world order vision for a global conflict resolution
framework.

In the non-intervention case in Rwanda there is also little evidence that the norm of
humanitarian intervention has exerted any influence through any of the proposed
mechanisms. What actually brought about the US decision of non-intervention is also
a combination of two complementing factors, with the main factor being the ominous
shadow of Somalia lingering over the country, and the secondary factor here being
upholding the credibility of the UN and its peacekeeping missions. The lessons from
the botched peacekeeping missions in the Somali case have lingered in the minds of
politicians, the public, the leaders, the media, and international organizations, which
in turn is what influenced the United State’s decision of non-intervention in Rwanda.
Parallels were drawn between the Somali and Rwandan case, where the former has
been labelled a failed state. When crisis struck in Rwanda, consequently it, too, had
been labelled a failed state, as a result of the lingering shadow of Somalia, and hence
the US held back from intervention, thinking that it will fail in any case.

The factor of upholding the credibility of the UN and its peacekeeping missions,
similar to the Somali case, as also played a role in affecting the US’s behaviour with
regards to humanitarian crisis. However, in the Rwandan case this factor is secondary
and did not exert the main influence on state behaviour. It was also influenced by the
Somali Shadow of the UN’s credibility having been sacrificed, and the US was not
about to let this happen again. If humanitarian intervention implied a doomed failure,
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then why intervene in first place? The US opted for the non-intervention option in
order to prevent the sacrifice of the UN’s credibility as a political actor one more
time, but as explained, this was a result of the parallels drawn between the Rwandan
and Somali cases.

Constructivism and Solidarism offered good insights into the examination of the norm
of humanitarian intervention and its effect on state behaviour, leading to the
conclusion that the norm had no impact on the U.S.’s decision of intervention and
non-intervention in Somalia and Rwanda. Yet that upholding the credibility of the
United Nations was one of the triggers for both intervention and non-intervention
decisions, brings another theory of international relations into play, namely neoliberal institutionalism, which could in turn offer better insights regarding such
findings.

Finally, due to the requirements of this study, it remains limited in terms of its
research components and findings. Only two cases, have been examined, namely one
of intervention and one of non-intervention (for the purpose of the comparison),
whereas if more case studies are to be adopted, then the findings would be less
limited. Furthermore, only the US’s decision with regards to these two case studies
has been considered, which also ends in limited results. Had there been a
consideration of more than one state’s behaviour regarding these two case studies,
then again findings would have been boundless.

For that reason, future studies

intending on focusing on the same or a similar topic of this thesis, can examine
whether the findings and conclusions of this study also hold for different case studies
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other than Somalia and Rwanda, and other cases of interventions and noninterventions involving states aside from the United States.

The norm of humanitarian intervention is actually considered by many a double-edged
sword, having a different impact on the future of humanitarian intervention. Some
consider it an obligation and a moral duty that will help end and control major
atrocities against human rights in the world and others explain that it could negatively
affect the future of humanitarian intervention. In fact they go further and explain that
the norm of humanitarian intervention can be exploited in favour of promoting hidden
agendas and to put forth selfish interests of different states.

Yet those who believe that the emergence and adoption of the norm of humanitarian
intervention has actually been the first step towards its institutionalization were and
still are major proponents of the creation of the Responsibility to Protect report, which
was initially produced in 2001 to discuss and set a framework for the “right of
humanitarian intervention, [and how and when] it is appropriate for states to take
coercive -and in particular military- action, against another state for the purpose of
protecting people at risk in other states.” 339 R2P has been created to act as an
obligation for states to protect their own citizens from all crimes against humanities,
giving each state the right to act upon atrocities taking place within its territories,
before any foreign intervention. However, if a state refrains from protecting its own
population, then R2P gives the right to the international community to intervene, first
through peaceful measures, and then by resorting to forcible interventions.
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R2P is a valuable and insightful report providing a framework of action with regards
to the future of humanitarian interventions and offering means by which the abuse of
the right of intervention can be avoided. An examination of the report in relation to
current cases of humanitarian interventions and non-interventions can actually present
us with major findings about whether the creation of R2P has managed to positively
affect the future of humanitarian intervention, regulate its activities, and validate the
impact of the norm of humanitarian intervention.
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APPENDIX
LITERATURE REVIEW
(taken from the initial thesis proposal) 1
When looking at the academic literature for the purpose of this research, the focus was
on works that addressed the following: (i) the definition of humanitarian intervention
and the definition and role of norms, (ii) the emergence of the norm of humanitarian
intervention after the Cold War, the normative shift/evolution in international
relations and the redefinition of the concept of state sovereignty (iii) and the impact of
the norm of humanitarian intervention on state behaviour.
The literature written on the here above subjects are usually intertwined, meaning for
example that for one piece of work to discuss the impact of the norm of humanitarian
intervention, it must also discuss the definition of humanitarian intervention in
addition to the emergence of the norm. Hence, I will try to categorize the works I
chose for this thesis’ literature review according to the areas of focus mentioned here
above, but eventually some of them will contribute to the analysis of more than one
category in thesis.

Works on the Definition of Humanitarian Intervention and the Definition and Role
of Norms:
For the purpose of this thesis I combined a definition of the concept of humanitarian
intervention from a range of definitions presented in a variety of works on
humanitarian intervention, such as Martha Finnemore’s The Purpose of Intervention:

1

All referenced sources in the appendix are included in the thesis bibliography on pp. 97-101
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Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force, 2 Jennifer M. Welsh’s “Introduction” in
Humanitarian Intervention and International Relations 3, Nicholas J. Wheeler and Alex
J. Bellamy’s chapter “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” 4 Bhikhu Parekh’s
article “Rethinking Humanitarian Intervention,” 5 Andrew Mason and Nick Wheeler’s
chapter “Realist Objections to Humanitarian Intervention” in The Ethical Dimensions
of Global Change, 6 and finally Oded Löwenheim’s article “Do Ourselves Credit and
Render a Lasting Service to Mankind: British Moral Prestige, Humanitarian
Intervention, and the Barbary Pirates.” 7 All these works offered the same definition
but presented in different wording so by combining all I put together the definition
that will serve the purpose for this thesis, which is: humanitarian intervention can be
defined as an activity undertaken unilaterally or multilaterally, where coercive
interference through military force is sent into a territory beyond the interventionist’s
jurisdiction, in order to prevent or put an end to man-made humanitarian crisis and
atrocities against other citizens.
The literary works I chose to put together this definition helped narrow down the
criteria for the definition of humanitarian intervention on which I am going to base
my thesis. First of all, I can examine humanitarian interventions undertaken by “a

2

Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs About the Use of Force (Ithaca,
N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2003)
3
Jennifer M. Welsh, “Introduction,” in Humanitarian Interventions and International Relations, ed.
Jennifer Welsh (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).
4
Nicholas J. Wheeler and Alex J. Bellamy “Humanitarian Intervention in World Politics,” in The
Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to International Relations, ed. John Baylis and Steve
Smith (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).
5
Bhikhu Parekh, “Rethinking Humanitarian Intervention,” International Political Science Review 18
no.1 (1997).
6
Andrew Mason and Nick Wheeler, “Realist Objections to Humanitarian Intervention,” in The Ethical
Dimensions of Global Change, ed. Barry Holden (Houndmills: Macmillan, 1996).
7
Oded Löwenheim, “Do Ourselves Credit and Render a Lasting Service to Mankind: British Moral
Prestige, Humanitarian Intervention, and the Barbary Pirates,” International Studies Quarterly 47
(2003).
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state, a group of states, or an international organization,” 8 hence unilateral or
multilateral interventions.

Second, I can limit my research to humanitarian

interventions where “military force [es] [are deployed] across borders to protect
foreign nationals,” 9 meaning that I can exclude humanitarian relief efforts, which do
not include coercive force. Third, these works help me to further narrow down the
definition to protecting national foreigners only and not the protection of the country’s
“own nationals” 10 abroad. Last but not least, because of this definition I am only
focusing on “manmade” 11 violence, hence I can exclude human suffering due to
natural disasters.
Furthermore, Martha Finnemore’s National Interest in International Society 12 offered
a thorough version of the definition of norms explaining that norms are “shared
expectations about appropriate behaviour held by a community of actors,” which was
complimented by a similar version of this definition in the works of Alexander
Wendt, Peter Katzenstein, and Ronald L. Jepperson in their chapter “Norms, Identity,
and Culture in National Security” in The Culture of National Security: Norms and
Identity in World Politics. 13
For the examination of the role of norms, this thesis resorted to the work of Neta C.
Crawford Argument and Change in World Politics: Ethics, Decolonization and
Humanitarian Intervention 14, in addition to Srinivas Vaitla’s thesis on “Norms and

8

R. J. Vincent qtd. in Nicholas J. Wheeler and Alex J. Bellamy, 557
Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 53
10
Ibid
11
Ibid
12
Martha Finnemore, National Interest in International Society. (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
Press, 1996).
13
Alexander Wendt, Peter Katzenstein and Ronald L. Jepperson. “Norms, Identity, and Culture in
National Security” in The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, ed. Peter
J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996).
14
Neta C. Crawford. Argument and Change in World Politics: Ethics, Decolonization and
Humanitarian Intervention (Cambridge. U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 2002).
9
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Interests of Humanitarian Intervention,” 15 which both offered a detailed examination
of the role of norms with regards to how states behave.

Works on the Emergence of the Norm of Humanitarian Intervention after the Cold
War, the Normative Shift/Evolution in International Relations and the Redefinition
of the Concept of State Sovereignty:
In the pre post-Cold War era, the concept of humanitarian intervention was a latent
notion. States during that time were pre-occupied with their own troubles, and limited
with a strict notion of state sovereignty, that did not leave much space to humanitarian
interventions. However, with the end of the Cold War there has been a revamping of
the concept of humanitarian intervention, which eventually gave way to the
emergence of the international norm of humanitarian intervention and redefined the
concept of state sovereignty. Hans Köchler’s Humanitarian Intervention in the
Context of Modern Power Politics: Is the Revival of the Doctrine of the “Just War”
Compatible with the International Rule of Law? 16 offers a detailed study of the
concept of humanitarian intervention. Köchler conducted a very thorough study on the
historical background of the concept of humanitarian intervention, the development of
the concept of state sovereignty and international law and how it affected the concept
of humanitarian intervention and pushed it into a dormant phase, until its “revival”17
in the 21st century after the Cold War. Köchler’s arguments directly feed into my
thesis, in which I suggest that the resurgence of the concept of humanitarian

15

Srinivas Vaitla, “Norms and Interests of Humanitarian Intervention” (Master Thesis American
University Washington, D.C., 2002).
16
Hans Köchler. Humanitarian Intervention in the Context of Modern Power Politics: Is the Revival of
the Doctrine of The “Just War” Compatible with the International Rule of Law? (Vienna: International
Progress Organization, 2001).
17
Ibid, 19
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intervention has led to the development of a norm of humanitarian intervention. This
norm is “nowadays, a right – even a moral duty – to intervene” 18 which means that the
concept of humanitarian intervention has moved from being just a notion to being a
practice, a norm.
Another example written on the topic of intervention is The Purpose of Intervention:
changing beliefs about the use of force 19, by Martha Finnemore. Her work in this
book adopts a constructivist approach for the interpretation of changes in states’
behaviour with respect to military interventions. For the purpose of this thesis, the
main focus was on her ‘Changing Norms of Humanitarian Intervention’ 20 chapter. In
this chapter Finnemore explains how in the post Cold War era “states have
increasingly come under pressure to intervene militarily [...] to protect citizens other
than their own from humanitarian disasters,” 21 as opposed to during the Cold War,
whereas states mostly shied away from any interventions in humanitarian crisis.
Georg Nolte explained in his review of Martha Finnemore’s book, “[she] provides
excellent illustrations and explanations for the emergence of new shared
understandings [by which he means norms] from both a historical and a political
science perspective” 22 in order to support her arguments. This notion supports my
argument that after the Cold War there has been a resurrection of the concept of
humanitarian intervention and there has been more pressure to intervene militarily in
other states’ humanitarian crisis, which resulted in the emergence of a norm of
humanitarian crisis. Finnemore supports this argument by explaining that a norm of

18

Ibid, 34
Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention
20
Ibid., 52
21
Ibid.
22
Georg Nolte “Review: Finnemore, Martha. The Purpose of Intervention, Changing Beliefs about the
Use of Force” European journal of International Law, Feb 1, 2005. 169
19
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humanitarian intervention has emerged because the “normative context”23
surrounding the concept of humanitarian intervention has changed, not because
humanitarian intervention is a new concept to the international society. One example
is “the definition of who qualifies as human and is therefore deserving of
humanitarian protection by foreign governments has changed,” 24 meaning that the
concept of humanitarian intervention has become a universally socialized norm,
which applies to all.
Additionally, Coral Bell’s article “Normative Shift” 25 and Nicholas J. Wheeler’s
chapter “The Humanitarian Responsibilities of Sovereignty: Explaining the
Development of a New Norm of Military Intervention for Humanitarian Purposes in
International Society” in Humanitarian Intervention and International Relations,26
offered this study a valuable and detailed examination of the normative shift of the
fabric guiding international society in the post- Cold War era, due to the redefinition
of the concept of state sovereignty from sovereignty as control to sovereignty as
responsibility.
With regards to the conceptual framework adopted in this research Michael Barnett’s
“Social Constructivism” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations 27 presents a detailed account of how Constructivism is the best
fit theory to explain the emergence, rise and adoption of the norm of humanitarian
intervention and how the international society is guided by a normative fabric
affecting its preferences and behaviour. Additionally, Barry Buzan’s book From
23

Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention, 53
Ibid, 83
25
Coral Bell, “Normative Shift,” The National Interest, 70 (2003).
26
Nicholas J. Wheeler, “The Humanitarian Responsibilities of Sovereignty: Explaining the
Development of a New Norm of Military Intervention for Humanitarian Purposes in International
Society,” in Humanitarian Intervention and International Relations, ed. Jennifer M. Welsh (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2004).
27
Michael Barnett “Social Constructivism.” In The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations, ed. John Baylis and Steve Smith. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997).
24
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International to World Society? English School Theory and the Social Structure of
Globalisation 28 also is best to explain the second paradigm contributing to this
research, which like Constructivism is a social-structured approach, putting forward
“an international society of states which affects state behaviour.” 29

Works on the Impact of the Norm of Humanitarian Intervention on State
Behaviour:
When analysing the issue of the norm of humanitarian intervention and how it affects
state behaviour, one cannot possibly not include Nicholas J. Wheeler’s Saving
Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in International Society. 30 It is by far one of the
best academic works on humanitarian intervention. In this book, Wheeler adopts a
Solidarist approach in an attempt to argue that states do act in humanitarian crisis not
only because they have individual interests, but also because they accepted the fact
that they have a duty of humanitarian intervention based upon humanitarian reasons.
This statement is in line with my argument that when actors adopt a norm of
humanitarian intervention (accepting the fact that they have a duty of humanitarian
intervention), it affects their decisions and behaviour, and that’s when they act upon
humanitarian crisis, either intervene or not.
Wheeler bases his argumentation on the role of norms in the international society and
how they influence state behaviour, because states, despite the fact that they are selfabsorbed entities, are ingrained in a developing and evolving international normative
fabric, which defines what reasons are legitimate or illegitimate actions/state

28

Barry Buzan, From International to World Society? English School Theory and the Social Structure
of Globalisation, Cambridge: (Cambridge University Press, 2004).
29
Buzan, 7.
30
Nicholas J. Wheeler, Saving Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in International Society (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2000).
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behaviours, which again feeds into the conceptual framework of analysis adopted in
this thesis. Wheeler, however, notes that state behaviour is not explained by this
normative fabric, it is rather facilitated by it, meaning that not because states are part
of an international normative fabric, that norms immediately have an impact on state
behaviour, but the normative fabric facilitates for norms to be socialized, so that they
can exert some influence on state behaviour.
Wheeler also explains that the emerged and adopted norm of humanitarian
intervention does not need to always be the reason behind a state’s decision to
intervene or not in humanitarian crisis.
Martha Finnemore’s chapter “Constructing Norms of Humanitarian Intervention.” 31 is
another academic work examining humanitarian intervention. In this chapter
Finnemore examines the question: why states conduct humanitarian interventions
when there is no security or resource interest involved? She explains that in order to
answer such question, one needs to examine and look at norms. She examines cases
from the 19th and 20th century and explains how a norm of humanitarian intervention
has emerged, and she tries to “establish the plausibility and utility of norms as an
explanation for international behaviour,” 32 such as state intervention in other states’
domestic affairs. She discusses the issue of norm’s reaching the taken-for-granted
level and being legitimized and how it might be the factor affecting state behaviour,
which directly relates to the topic of this thesis. Finnemore argues that “norms [...]
shape interests and interests [...] shape actions” 33, so “the connection assumed here
between norms and action is one in which norms create permissive conditions for

31

Martha Finnemore, “Constructing Norms of Humanitarian Intervention,” in The Culture of National
Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics, ed. Peter J. Katzenstein (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1996)
32
Ibid., 159
33
Ibid.,158

109

action but do not determine actions,” 34 which supports the notion that not because a
norm of humanitarian intervention has emerged and reached its taken-for-granted
level then it has to have an impact on state behaviour.
Finally, if this paper will focus on analyzing whether the emerged norm of
humanitarian intervention was the reason behind state intervention in humanitarian
crisis, then one has to analyze how the norm can exert its influence on state behaviour
by examining it on the different mechanisms presented by Solidarist Scholars, which
are analyzed on the individual, domestic and international levels. On the individual
level one examines whether the norm had an effect on the political belief system of
state leaders and decisionmakers, on the domestic level we analyze whether the norm
exerted its influence through pressure applied by the public, the media and the
Congress to intervene in humanitarian crises. And finally, on the international level
we examine whether the norm has had any influence through pressure exerted by
international organizations.
In order to explain the here above and provide examples, one can refer to Adam
Roberts’ chapter “Humanitarian Principles in International Politics in the 1990s” in
Reflections on Humanitarian Action: Principles, Ethics, and Contradictions. 35

34

Ibid.
Adam Roberts, “Humanitarian Principles in International Politics in the 1990s,” in Reflections on
Humanitarian Action: Principles, Ethics, and Contradictions, ed. Humanitarian Studies Unit (London:
Pluto Press, 2001).
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